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Adjournment.

[10 NovemBER.] Motion for Adjournment., 1851

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.
Wednesday, 10 November, 1880.

Petition.—Motion for Adjowrmment.—Mr. Hemmant’s
Petition—Report of Select Committee.

The SPEAKER took the chair at half-past
3 o’clock.

PETITION.

The Hox. J. M. THOMPSON presented a
petition from John Jones, of the Ebbw Colliery,
in relation to the Gulland Railway Bill.

Petition read and received.
MOTION FOR ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. REA was understood to move the ad-
journment of the House.

An HoNOURABLE MEMBER : You do that every
day.

Mr. REA was understood to say that he had
to do it every day.

Mr., O°'SULLIVAN : How can the reporters
hear what the hon. member says? I cannot
hear him myself, when I am almost close to him
at the table, without straining half off my chair.

Mr. REA (who could scarcely be heard in the
gallery} was understood to say that what he was
reported to have said on Monday night as to the
comparative expenditure on the éentral/ and
Southern and Western Railway was the reverse
of what he said. The figures given then, re-
ferring to the Southern line and not to the
Central one. The way in which the debate
was pushed on was not fair to the Central dis-
triets. For some hours the Committee discussed
the salary of one gentleman on the Southern
line, but the whole of the estimates of the Cen-
tral line were rushed through in five minutes,
while members were looking at the clock and
anxious to get away to catch the last train. The
Estimates came on only once a-year, and it was
not fair that they should be hurried through.

The Hown. J. DOUGLAS said he would take
the opportunity to draw attention to something
which was said on Monday night after he had
left the House, in connection with some maps
and plans of the contemplated transcontinental
railway. Before he left he had called the atten-
tion of his hon. friend, the member for North
Brisbane, to the fact that in a South Australian
newspaper it was said that such plans had been
circulated ; and, lest there should be any doubt
about the matter, he would now read to the
House the quotation to which he referred, and
which appeared in the South dustralion Register
of Friday, October 29, The quotation was as
follows :—

¢ The Hon. R. A. Tarlton said he wished to call the
attention of the Chief Secretary to a matter he con-
sidered of the greatest public im:ortance, with the hope
that he would use the ieisure he might have in recess—
(Hear, hear)—in gathering such information as would
enable the House to come to a right decision in the
matter. He referred to a transcontinental line of rail-
way for Australia. It seemed to him that we were not
awake on this subject. The Queensland Government
had most complete maps on the question, which they
were circulating in Europe and Australia, and the con-
sequence was that an intelligent man could get an idea
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at' once as to what was the present intention of the
Government - with regard to their transcontinental
railway. Our own Surveyor-General’s opinion was that
the easiest gradient through our own country was
to the east of Lake Eyre. The only objection to
that was that it would not go through the centre
of our colony. The Queensland idea at present was
to conneet Roma with Point Parker, on the southern
part of the Gulf of Carpentaria. They had an ad-
vantage over us in running through pastoral coun-
try of high quality, and consequently they could get
wealthy persons to construct the line at proper con-
cessions.  Unfortunately for South Australia, when the
desirability of getting the line was before Parliament,
the majority of the members were not sufficiently alive
to the immense advantages it would have brought;
and now we had probably lost our chance for ever.
He thought the Chief Secretary would place the Govern-
ment under a debt of gratitude if by energetic action
during recess he was able to adopt such a course as
would enable South Australia to retrieve her lost ground.
He had no doubt, if we were not wise enough and ener-
getic enough to do it, it would be done by others.”

The Chief Secretary, Mr. Morgan, in referring
to this, said—

““As to the transcontinental line, he had loug heen

convinced that the only way in which the railway would
ever be constructed iu their time would be by conces-
sions of grants of land to the persons who undertook the
construction of the line. (Hear, hear.) An exchange
of land that was at present valueless for a useful railway
would be & very profitable transaction. (Hear, hear.)
The matter would not be lost sight of by the Govern-
ment.”
He merely quoted this to show that there was
substantial ground for the statement made by his
hon, friend. He (Mr. Douglas) understood it
had been said in reply that no plans had been
made, and that if there were any in existence
they must have been those which were elaborated
by the Queenslander newspaper., Mr. Tarlton, of
South Australia, appeared, therefore, to have
been misinformed upon the matter; but the
quotation he had just read proved that South
Australia was quite alive to the possible advan-
tages of a line to be constructed by the medium
of land grants, and the reference to a route to
the eastward of Lake Xyre certainly suggested
whether it was not possible that the Queensland
project might be made to work with that of
South Australia. At any rate it was evident
that Mr. Morgan, the Chief Secretary, was
willing to give his attention to the matter, and
the Government might also, during the recess,
consider whether the two colonies might not
work together.

Question of adjournment put and negatived.

MR. HEMMANT’S PETITION~REPORT
OF SELECT COMMITTEE.

Mr. ARCHER, in moving—

That the Report of the Select Committee on Mr.
Hemmant’s Petition, laid npon the table of the House
on the 4th instant, be now adopted—
said that in asking the House to pass this motion
it would not be necessary for him at the present
time to occupy them at any great length. In
fact, it would hardly have been necessary for
him to have moved at all, but that the report
which he now asked the House to adopt con-
tained some reconmendations for further pro-
secuting the inquiry that had been made, and it
was necessary that the House should take them
into consideration, because the committee had
left thedecision to the Houseitself. Hemightstate,
however, shortly, his own opinion on the matter.
Of course, he would very willingly have been
relieved of the responsibility of sitting on the
committee, but having been appointed he had
done so, and he did se with a determination to
divest himself as far as possible of any partiality
he might feel for anyone in the House. He did
not pretend to say he was more impartial
than anyone else; but, at all events, he deter-
mined to try and find out the real facts of the
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matter from the evidence, and to embody the
result in the report. That report contained
as precise a history as he could give of the trans-
actions and of the evidence laid before the com-
mittee ; and he thought he might say, havinghim-
self drawn up the report, that he had come to no
detinit. conclusions except on evidence which
was incontrovertible ; that was to say, the only
person upon whom he had made any reflections or
drawn any conclusions about from what was
laid before the cominittee, was in the case of
Mr. Hamilton, and he based his opinion of that
witness entirely upon his own evidence. In a
case where a person was his own accuser, as Mr.
Hamilton was, anyone who wished to do so had
a right to come to a comclusion. TUpon all
doubtiul matter he had formed no conclusion,
and it was left to the House now to decide what
shape a future inquiry should take, if any. For
his own part, the matter took a very simple shape
indeed. It might not be pleasant to the country,
but it was a very simple one; he believed the
whole of the matter which had given rise to so
much ill-feeling on both sides of the House
resolved itself into a successful mercantile opera-
tion. That was the whole of the issue brought
before the committee by the evidence. He
noticed that the leader of the Opposition, in his
protest against the report, spoke of the gentlemen
that were supposed to have benefited by the
transaction in steel rails as speculators. Of
course all merchants were speculators, more or
less ; speculation meant buying in the cheapest
and selling in the dearest market ; and as far as
the inquiry had gone, his (Mr. Archer’s) opinion
was that, in these transactions so much talked
about, there had been nothing at all but buying
rails when they were cheap, and selling them
when the price was high. It was just the same
as a person in Queensland buying stock when
the rates were low and keeping them to sell
again when the market improved. He (Mr.
Archer) could see mothing else in the trans-
action, If everything had been as clear as
that it would not have Deen necessary to
recommend the House to take further steps.
There were some things which had, however,
been charged, but which were not proven, and
which it was necessary should either be proved
or disproved. One of those matters referred
more especially to the conduct of the London
office, and there was not the slightest doubt that
grave charges had been brought against the
working of that office ; it was therefore recom-
mended that further inquiry should be made
into this matter. Amnother charge brought by
Mr. Hamilton against the Premier was that of
having attempted either to stifle inquiry, or
to inquire into a matter which, as far as the
evidence before them showed, it was almost an
impossibility for the Premier to do. There
was no evidence that the Premier knew anything
at all about the invoices received from the
Heematite Iron Company, or the different in-
volcesof steelrails. Although thiscame, therefore,
from a witness who had, as he believed, contra-
dicted himself in several particulars, #till the com-
mittee considered it necessary that there should
be further inquiry into the fact to try whether
it could Dbe substantiated or utterly disproved.
One or the other was necessary, and therefore
the committee had recommended that further
inquiry should be made in England. He did
not intend to say at this moment anything more
about the matter. Should it be necessary, and
if anything in the debate should call for any
remarks from him, he would have another op-
portunity of addressing the House. He would
now simply beg to move the motion standing in
his name.

Mr. GRIFFITH : Can you not suggest how
a further inquiry shall be conducted ?
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Mr. ARCHER : No; else I should have sug-
gested it to the committee. That is a matter for
the Government to settle.

The PREMIER (Mr. McIlwraith) said he did
not mean to speak to the motion now before the
House, but would ask indulgence to make a
short Ministerial statement. This report had
been brought under his attention for the last two
days, and he noticed there were two recommen-
dations init. One was on page 11, where, under
the head ‘“Charges,” a recommendation was
made that—

 The House take such steps for further investigation
as to it may seem fit.”

And there was another recommendation on page
12, where the following occurred :—

¢“That, in the opinion of your Committee, there are
many matters in connection with the inquiry, so farasthe
rails and freight coutracts arve concerned, which lave
not been satisfactorily explained; and

They recommend your Honourable ITouse to take such
steps for further investigating these matters as may to
it seem best.”
He had no intention of taking this matter out of
the hands of the House, but considered, when a
recommendation of that sort was made by any
committee, the Government ought to be pre-
pared, if they could be, to let the House under-
stand what position they, as leaders of the
parliamentary business in the House, would
take up. They had given the recommenda-
tion of the committee the fullest considera-
tion.  As to himself personally, he might
say he had made up his mind months
ago, before this committee had sat a fortnight—
a couple of days after the first evidence was
taken—that a commissioner should be sent to
England for the purpose of investigating the
charges then made. He resolved upon this after
Mr. Hamilton had been examined. It was per-
fectly plain that evidence must e got in Eng-
land to meet these charges. He was therefore
one with the committee in saying that the inves-
tigation ought to be prosecuted further, andhe for
one would be very much dissatisfied should the in-
vestigation remain whereit was. The Government
had to submit that after their consideration of the
matter they thought a Royal commission should
be issued to inquire into the whole of the matters
connected with the Agent-General’s Office in
London, and that the commission should in-
clude one gentleman from this colony. That
they considerednecessary, because one ofthe com-
mission shoild be a gentleman who understood
the affairs of the colony, and it would be an addi-
tional advantage that he should understand the
questions that had been before the colony for the
last twelve months, especially connected with
this business. The other commissioner, they
thought, ought tobe someone at home, and as the
Government were not in a position to appoint
such a gentleman from their own experience—
and would rather decline that responsibility if
they were—they thought it would be best to ask
the Colonial Office to nominate some gentleman
who, from his commercial and other experience,
would be well qualified to take up_ the
position ; and such a nomination would be
admitted and the appointment made by this
Government. The commission therefore would
be in the hands of two gentlemen, one to be sent
from this colony and one to be appointed on the
recommendation of the Colonial Office at home.
Should such an arrangement meet the wishes of
the House, the Government would be prepared
to intimate at the earliest moment the gentleman
whom they proposed to send.

The Hox. S. W. GRIFFITH said he was
glad to hear from the Premier that the Govern-
ment recognised the necessity for a full inquiry
into the matter in England, Forhis own part,
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he regretted, and had always regretted, that the
investigation began in this eolony, and was satis-
fied that it would have been far better if it had
begun where it must be concluded. The evi-
dence taken here, with little exception, had been
of o hearsay character. They had been obliged
to talke the impressions of witnesses, recollections
of what they were told by somebody else, and so
on. It was quite impossible that such an investi-
gation should be a satisfactory one; and he was
glad, therefore, to hear that it was now admitted
that the matter must be inquired into in
England. He concurred generally in the sug-
gestion of the Government that a commission
ought to be nominated partly by the Imperial
Government and partly by the Government of
this colony. He did not, as at present advised,
concur in the suggestion that the commission
should consist of only two persons. A. commis-
sion of that kind, unless its members knew a
good deal about the matter, would not be likely
to elicit all the truth, and he was certain that
this colony would never be satisfied until the
whole truth in reference to those transactions
was elicited. He did not know how the Govern-
ment viewed the matter, but he supposed that
My, Hemmant and others would be invited to call
evidence before the commission. It would be im-
possible to deal definitely with the Premier’s sug-
gestionuntilit was formulated asanotice of motion.
The recommendation of the committee was that
such steps be taken as to the House seemed fit,
and the motion of the hon. member (Mr. Archer),
as he understood it, was that the Government
should ask the House to agree to some mode in
which that inquiry should be held ;—that could
only be done by a motion requesting. His Ex-
cellency to issue a Royal commission.. When .
that was done it would be possible to discuss the
details of the matter, the mode in which the
commission should exercise its functions, and
exactly what those functions were to be—whether
simply to inquire, or to inquire and report—and
so on. All he need say further on that matter
at present was, that he thought the number
would be insuflicient, and that, if only one mem-
ber went from this colony, a member of  the
Government, as such, was disqualified from
being the commissioner.

Mr. LUMLEY HILL: They ought to send
the leader of the Opposition.

Mr. GRIFFITH : They know better.

The COLONIAL SECRETARY - (Mr.
Palmer) : Thank God, they do.

Mr. GRIFFITH : They would be afraid of
too much being found out.

The COLONIAL SECRETARY :
would be afraid of an unjust report.

My, GRIFFITH said he did not think a com-
mission of that kind should be empowered to re-
port, but simply to collect evidence. A Minister
would not be qualified to form one of the com-
mission, because it was impossible to dissociate
the Ministry from any matter in which the head
of the Ministry was concerned. They were all
individually responsible, and it was absurd to
suppose that any Minister could he an im-
partial judge with respect to the mattersin which
the head of the Ministry was involved. Until
the intentions of the Government in the matter
were definitely known he could not discuss it
further, but he trusted that before long the Pre-
mier would submit a motion to the House speci-
fying the precise manner in which the commis-
sion was to be appointed. The House would
want to know that before the prorogation. The
announcement made by the Government was
altogether indefinite, and something more defi-
nite should be known before they could go
further—what were the exact intentions of the

They
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Government in the matter? He proposed now
to call attention to some matters contained in
the report, against some of the conclusions of
which he and Mr. Dickson and Mr. McLean
thought it right to enter a protest, such conclu-
sions not seeming to them to be established Ty
evidence of a satisfactory nature. He wassc.:y
to hear the hon. member (Mr. Archer) intimate
that his conclusion on the whole matter was that
it was simply a mercantile transaction. He did
not think the materials now before the House
warranted the expression of any such opinion.
It might turn out to be merely a mercantile
transaction ; but in using that term the hon.
member appeared to him to have lost sight of the
real nature of the transactions that were being
investigated. The committee did not sit to
investigate how much money Mecllwraith, Mc-
Eacharn and Company made out of the Govern-
ment. The House did not care whether they
made 5 per cent. or 500 per cent. on a legitimate
transaction. The matters really involved were
that the Government of this colony was induced
unnecessarily to incur an enormous expenditure
of money, that that transaction took place in an
irregular manner during the presence of the
Premier in England, and that it wasfor theadvan-
tage of his relatives. That was the gravamen of
the charge with respect to the rails. With
respect to freights, it was that a contract was
made which involved the expenditure of a much
larger sum of the colony’s money for the purpose
of doing certain work than had ever previously
been incurred for the same work, that the persons
who gained that advantage were the firm of
MecIlwraith, McEaclarn and Company, one of
whom was the Premier’s relative, and who were
the managers of a line of ships in which the
Premier and the Colonial Secretary were share-
holders. That was the gravamen of the second
charge.
The PREMIER : That is not true.

Mr. GRIFFITH said that was the gravamen
of the second charge, and it was impossible, from
the evidence given, to come to the conclusion
that it was merely a commercial transaction. If
it did turn out that there had been nothing irre-
gular, that no undue advantage had been given
by anybody—the London office or anywhere else
—to that particular firm, the sooner that was
found out the better ; but he was sorry the hon.
member (Mr. Archer), who brought forward the
report recommending further inquiry, should pre-
judge the matter in the way he had done. There
were many matters in connection with the report
which were not involved in the recommendation
as to further inquiry, and to some of those he
proposed to advert, because this would probably
be the last occasion that it would be necessary or
desirable that the House should have its inten-
tions occupied with discussing them. The first
was the statement with respect to Mr., Thomas-
sen in the fourth paragraph of the report, that—

¢ At the time the agreement was signed, Mr. Thomassen
had full power to bind his principals without referring
to Messrs. Ibbotson, though be had left both the Secre-
tary for Works and the Crown Solicitor under the im-
pression that he did not possess such power.”

That report did not seem to be borne out by the
evidence on the subject to which he would direct
the attention of the House; and then it would
be seen that the only conclusion to which he and
the hon, members for Bnoggera and the Logan
could come was that contained in paragraph 6 of
their protest, namely—

“Mr., Thomassen appears to have represented to the
Government until the coneclusion of the negotiations
that he had full power to bind his principals, and that
he was prepared to enter into a definite contract, but at
the last moment he produced as his authority a docu-
ment which conferred upon him no power to make con-
tracts, His want of authority, and the effect of enter-

ing into an agreement subjeet to ratification hy Ibbotson
Brothers, were pointed out to the Minister for Works by
the Crown Solicitor ; but the contract was entered into
notwithstanding the caution,”’

For his own part, he had very great doubts as
to whether Mr, Thomassen had any such power ;
at all events, he had failed to discover in the
evidence any materials for arriving at that con-
clusion. He would read the only evidence that
seemed to him to bear upon the subject. In
My, Thomassen’s tender of the 22nd September,
1879, it was stated in clause 9—

““ The company will ratify in due form, in like manner
as their previous rail contract with the Government,
also the one now proposed, to which end the writer will
communicate telegraphically with his board after Gov-
ernmeunt’s acceptance.”

That appeared to show that Mr. Thomassen had
no power to bind the company without their
ratification, although it was referred to in the
committee’s report as evidence to show that he
had authority. He would now call attention to
some of the answers given by the Minister for
‘Works to questions 107 and 108 :—

‘“ By Mr. Griflith; Was it bronght to your notice at all
hefore this contraet was signed that it did not bind the
contractors to anything? Yes.

““ Who called your attention to it? Mr. Little, when
asked to draw up the form of agreement, informed me ;
but I knew the fact myself before Mr. Little told me.
The negotiations for the contract were carried out up to
the very point of signing—I mean, between him and
me, they were carried up to the point that we had
settled everything; and I told the Crown Solicitor to
draw up o form of agreement. Then Mr, Thomassen
told me that he had not the power to bind his prin-
cipals; that he required three months to send the con-
tract home for ratifieation. I cousulted with my col-
leagues, stated the fact that Mr. Thomassen was going
home : and, as Mr. McIlwraith was going home, too, and
one object of his going being to buy railway material if
found necessary, we considered that Ar. Mellwraith
would be in England about the same time that Ibbotson
Brothers and Co. would be able to say whether they
would ratify the contract or not: the non-effectiveness
of the agreement with Mr. Thomassen did not much
matter in that case.”

Then questions 110 to 114—

“ Did he not represent to you while negotiations were
going on that he was in communication with the prin-
cipal? Yes.

“In telegraphic communication? I suppose so.

“ pid you understand s0 while negotiations were going
ont No; I understood he was in telegraphic communi-
cation about the state of the market.

“I do not mean about his authority ;—did you under-
stand that hie was in communication with them ? 1 do
not remember that he told me so. Al I knew was this:
he entered into a contract here cn hehalf of Ibbotson
Brothers and Co. It never entered my mind, or into
that ot Mr. Ilerbert, that he had no authority.

“1id he produce any authority ¥ No: he did not. Of
cowrse, we had the fact before us that he had made a
contract before with the Government—that he had
authority for it. Ile was regarded as a reliable re-
spousible agent.”

There was nothing there to show that he had
authority. He would now turn to the examina-
tion of Mr. Robert Little, the Crown Solicitor,
questions 2253 to 2259 -—

“Do ;you remember how you discovered that Mr.
Thomassen had no autherity from hisprineipals ? Well,
he produced a power-of-attorney, inthe first instance ;
and after I told him that,in my opinion, it was not
sufficient authority he referred meto 3Ir. Bunion, who,
he led me to understand, had some further authority.

‘After seeing Mr. Bunton, I found that he had none—
at least no authority that I thought suiticient.

*Do you remember the agreement between Ibbotson,
Brothers, and Co. and Mr. Thomassen, of the 18th
December, 1878%—can you say whether that is the
power-of-attorney that you refer to¥ I can only say
that I have no independent recollection of the terms of
the agreement; but whatever agreement he put for-
ward I did not think sufficient authority, as a matter of
course. e produced only one agreement between him-
self and his prinecipals: whether this is the same or jnot
Ido not know, He represented himself to be a member
of the firm.
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*That must be the one that he produced® Yes; I take
it to be the one.

“Did he produce any other authority than that? No;
he did not. He reterred me to Mr. Bunton at the time
1 challenged the agreement or the authority that he

produced.

« and did Mr. Bunton produce any authority? No.

“Then did youinquire further whether he had any otber
anthority ? Certainly. He produced no further authority
to me.

“Did he represent thathe lhad any otlier authority *

No., After he referred me to Mr, Bunton he did not.
I think My, Buntou and he came togetlier to sec me
afterwards.”
There was no evidence there that Mr. Tho-
massen had the authority. The only other
evidence on which the statement in the report
could be founded was that of Mr. Thomassen
himself, and was contained in his answers to
questions 1376 to 13806, as follows :—

“Had youany more general anthority, at the time you
were negotiating with the Government last year, than
that contained in the agreement of the 1Sth December,
1878¢ Yes; most decidedly.

“What additional anthority had you® I hadwritten
authority from my company, and I had telegraphic
authority ; and, also, I had a written authority in
which it was distinctly stated that I should receive
telegraphic authority as equivalent to written authority.

“ What had you authority to do’—had you authority
to make contracts, or only to make oflers* Tomake
contracts.

At your discretiont At my dixcretion.

* And so you represented ¥—You informed the Minister
for Works of that, did you not; or represented to him
that you had authority to make contracts? Most
decidedly. And I showed the Honowrahle the Minister
for Works letters to the banks accrediting me as author-
ised agent of Ibbotson Brothers and Co., Limited.

“When did this agreement of the 18th December, 1878,
come to an end, if it has ever come to an end—the
agreement between yourself and Ibbotson Brothers and
Company ? It has been innovated in various ways; but
there has been no distinct deed of cancelment drawn

¢ Are you now theiragent, on the terms of that agree-
ment, or not? No; Iam not.

“Were youtheir agent on terms of that agrecment
when you were negotiating with the Government last
year ? In some measure I was, and in other respects
I was not; because [ had been appoiunted director, and
my emoluments had been altered.

‘“ Your authority had been increased® No; not as
director, I had no power;—in fact, T had less power as
director than as agent.

“ Had vourauthority been increased when vou wera
negotiating with the Governmeunt, last year, from the
anthority conferred upon you by the agreement of the
18th Decemnber, 1873¢ Yes; certainly. It had heen
the complement of the directors’ iustructions.

*“ To what extent was your authority increased? I
should prefer to see the agreement to answer that
question. I have examined that; but I have the original
agreement., One way or another, almost every clause
in the:agreement had been altered—that is to say, in-
creased, or my authority enhanced. >’

On that question he would only further call at-
tention to question 1548

1 observe that by telegram of the 3rd October you
are told to-—

«+¢Make delivery the whole of next year.’

“———% Yes; but there is also another word say-
ing:—

“*TForward as much as possible.”
It means :—

« ‘Extend over as long a period as possible.’
I should like it to be on record that, apart from
specific instructions contained in the telegrams that have
been under discussion at this meeting, or by this Com-
mittee, T hold general authority from my board to do the
best I can for theirinterests; and in many instances it
behoves me, when I coensider it requisite, to deviate
from my instructions for .he good of the company ; and
then it becomes a domestic matter between the board
and myself, The company is bound by my doings.”

There was no satisfactory evidence there that
Mr. Thomassen had authority. But that was
after all a minor matter. The next matter to
‘which the dissentients called attention was the
statement in paragraph 8 of the report that—

““ During September and in the beginning of Oectober,
Mr, McEacharn waz in telegraphic commnunication with
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his firm in London, and between the 3rd and 14th of
October his partner, Mr. Andrew Mcllwraith, led to
believe by defective telegrams from Brisbane that Mr.
McIacham had bound his firm, in conjunction with
Ibbotson Brothers, to supply the Queenstand Government
with rails (the price of which was then steadily rising),
contracted with the Barrow IImmatite Company for
0,000, with the Moss Bay Company for 10,000, and with
& firm on the Continent for 10,000, thus making in all
30,000 tons of steel rails, at a price of about £6 per ton.”

This protest stated—

“ We dissent (rom the definite statements in paragraph
7 of the report respeeting the contracts made hy Mr.
Andrew Mellwraith. The precise nature of these con-
tracts, which Mr. McEacharn described from his recol-
lection of letters from his partner, which were not pro-
duced yto the Committee, is not in our opinion estab-
lished hy satisfactory evidence.”’

He would now call attention to the evidence on
that point contained in questions 837 and 838 :—

““ What did you do then® On the 26th September Mr.
Thomassen informed me that his tender had been ac-
cepted ; and I telegraphed to London on the same date :—

< “Ibbotson’s tender is accepted. To be delivered
here. We have secured freight room for 17,000 tous.’
The code word was ‘pounds’; but it was understood
that it would mean ‘tons’ as well as pounds :—

‘¢ ¢1,700 tons, Brishane, 30s.; 26,000, northern ports,

47s. .
** Did you receive any intimation in reply to that tele-
gram?® That was received in London on 26th September
—onthe same date ; but it was received in this way, the
code words not being correct :—

‘“‘Ibbotson’s tender is accepted. To be delivered
here. or at———. We have secured freight room for
17,0007 —— ———
tons understood ;—

“ ¢ Brishane, 30s.”

A note is made of the word ‘Tasmania :>—

< This reads. £26,000; but there must he a mutila-

tion.’
The word ‘ nothing’ is travslated :—
“+ The — has been burnt to the water’s edge,’ >

When that telegram was sent, Ibbotson’s tender
had bheen accepted. Questions 840 to 843 were
as followed s~

““ By Mr. Macrossan : What happened after you made
that agreement with Mr. Thomassen? Between 26th
September and 29th, T was unable to get 3r. Thomassen
to sign the agreement ; -he wishing the Government to
give him. as I understood, the option of shipping the
rails from the Continent, which would materially alter
the conditions of wy agreement with him ; because my
agreement was for shipment from the United Kingdom.
I therefore telegraphed to London, seeing no chance of
my concluding business with him, on the 29th Septem-
ber :—

“ ¢ Cannot arrange with Thomassen.’

And, wishing to be in a position to face anything, if the
transaction fell through, and again to make a fresh
tender ;—after saying I could not arrange with Thomas-
sen, I added :—

“<Can you make a firm offer of 43,000 tons, twelve
months delivery; and at what price, f. 0. b.¥ Please
keep offer open for fourteen days.’

That is the original telegram.

Did you receive a reply to that? I received a reply
dated 3ra October. I have not the original; but I have
messages here--notes, from the Telegraph Department
—showing that I had handed the message in for repeti-
tion. The telegram in reply offered me 30,000 tons of
rails at 132s. 6d., for delivery over twelve months,

“By Mr. Griffith : Delivery where? Delivery in England.
In ail my telegrams I left them to quote the price of
rails, and I was lett to add on freight here. On the 4th,
they telegraphed me,—

“ At your discretion we reduce offer made in our
telegram of the third October;’

The word ‘stainlid’ is not my code word; it should
have been f squalid’ ;—

‘Bight shillings.’

I had that repeated ; but it was not till the 13th that I
could make anything out of it. Kach time it was
repeated incorrectly.

“ Bv Mr. Macrossan: Did yvon make any offer to the
Government on the strength of the telegram? The
price was so much above that which Mr. Thomassen
told me he counld supply the rails at that I did not think
it necessary to put iu g tender for the rails at all?’
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Then the witness stated that he entered into
an agreement with Mr, Thomassen. His evi-
dence continued :—

¢ Well, after that, what did you do? I telegraphed
to London on the l0th October, referring to previous
telegrams :—

© ‘Telegram arrived; will shortly reply by mail.
Rails—Have arranged with Thomassen. Letters now
in post tor you.’

That arrived in London mutilated.
dou, thus +—

‘““Telegram arrvived. Will reply by mail.

Have arranged with Thomassen.
tions.’
The last sentence, instead of ‘Letters now in post for
you.” My original telegramm and the copy, as issued by
the London office, and the translation, arve produced.
The latter part of my messuge refers to the ship * Gir-
vai,” which was in Brisbane at the time.

“Did you receive any wire from the London office?
I received a reply to it, dated Londou, 18th (ectober,
and received by me on the 1sth October. It read:

“‘Pleaxe repeat telegram of 9th October to word

¢ Girvan.’
You will see that my message is dated 10th October,
so that the reference to my telegram of the 9th is a
mistake. ut the fact ot the word * Girvan’ heing in
the telegram shows that reference was made to my mes-
sage of the 10th instead of the 9tl,

‘‘ Did you reply to that ¥ No; I did not reply to that.
I left Brishane about that time ; and, in all probability,
the message did not reach me until the end of the

It reached Lon-

Rails—
Telegraph instrue-

month, I douot think that I received that message
in Brisbane. I think it was forwarded to e in
Sydney.

“ In the meantime, did you receive any other wire
from Loudon * I veceived a telegram, I think, on the
3lst Qctober. It is dated London. 30th :—

“* Cannot obtain any information regardiug rails
from Ibbotson’s. What arrangements have yon
made 7’

That is the original message and the trausiation.

“Did you answer that ¥ I answered that on Ist No-
vember, from Sydney. I replied,—

“¢ Await our 'ester of 10th October.’

Those were all the telegrams that passed until
long after the date at which the report stated
that the rails had been bought on account of
defective telegrams ; but he could see nothing in
those telegrams to have induced anyone to buy
30,000 or 40,000 tons of rails. Then came the
explanation :—

““ What did your firm understand the arrangement to
be?  They were unable to understand the arrangement
at all. By a letter dated 31st October, they informed
me that they had coimnunicated with Ibbotsons, and
that Ihbotsons were not aware what arrangement had
heen come to, and knew nothing about it, and my firm
could only asswne that it was a jolnt transaction with
Ibbotsons. They wrote to me that—' It is a most
serions affair for us, if you have entered into an arrange-
ment with Ibbotsons, as it is fmpossible to secure the
quantity mentioned; hut we have secured 30,000 tons,
which may help us out; if you have not secured us,
don’t show your face in London again.”

It appeared afterwards that the letter was from
a clerk in the employ of the firm—Mr. McEach-
arn’s brother. A subsequent answer was as
followed—

“ By Mr. Macrossan : Is all that correspondence by
wire and letter with AMr. Andrew Mcllwraith® Yes.
The wires were addressed to my firm, Mcllwraith,
McEachran, and Co. My correspondence, =2lso, was
addressed to my partner. This is only a press copy;
and it is only by chanee that I found it. If I had my
original letters, I could give you many more extracts.”

The following answer was given to a question
concerning a letter received by the witness :

‘“That last is dated 21st November? Yes:—

““ ¢ A Melbourne firm has got a severe loss with rails.
I understand they contracted to supply about 350,000
tons delivered for £7. They have only been able to
place 25,000 tons at a price to clear themselves, and 1
understand they are prepared to lose £15,000 on the
remainder, This shows you the position of matters.
If Thomassen has made a definite arrangement at a low
price, then we may consider the matter at an end,
unless by your arrangement we go in with our joint
account ; however, I hope next week will give me some
insight into this business ; at present, I confess it gives
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me inore anxiety than anything we have yet taken up.
I wish I saw the end of it.”

He (Mr. Griffith) was trying to find a justifica-
tion of the statement in the report that Andrew
Mellwraith was led by these telegrams to enter
into a joint contract with Ibbotson Brothers,
It might exist in some telegrams, but he failed
to find it in these. Questions 867 to 877 were as
followed :—

“By Mr. Grifith: You are a partner of the firm of
Mecllwraith, McEacharn, and Company, are you not?
Ye-.

“You must have received more information .from
your firm than you told us respecting thie purchase
of 30,000 tons of rails¥ Oh, yes! I receive more in-
formation.

“When did vou first receive information that they
had purchased rails? I received information by
letters first. I think the first letter must have been
written after the te egram of the 10th October was re-
ceived.

“When did you hear—where did you know—first,
that your firm had purchased rails? In December, I
believe, I knew it. In Rockhampton, I first heard it.

“ How did von hear? By letter.

*“Did you never hear by telegram? XNo. You have
all the telegrams here referring to the matter. I re-
ferred to the telegrams under the dates on which I re-
ceived them. You wiil find all the iniormation that I
had in them.”

80,000 tons of rails would be a transaction of about
£200,000, at least. Do you mean to say your partner
would go into a transaction like that without informing
vou by telegram? Certainly.

‘“Is rail selling your ordinary business? Oh, yes'!
the ordinary business of a merchant. It is not the first
parcel of rails we have purchased and sold.

“ Did you ever buy parcels of 30,000 tons before? No;
and we might not have purchased those hud it 1ot been
for the blundering telegrams.

“Is it not the custom with blundering telegrams to
ask for a repetition? Yes. You will find that with
those before the Committee.

“What was the nature of the blunder that induced
them to purchase 30,000 tons of rails¥ The nature of
it was my telegram that I had made arrangements with
Mr. Thomassen for freight, which arrived mutilated ;
and, afterwards, 2 further telegram stating that I had
arranged with Mr. Thomassen.”

He (Mr. Griffith) had read both of those tele-
grams, and they did not appear to have been
mutilated at all. The evidence of witness don-
tinued :—

“ Would your partner, do you think, rest content with
knowing what the arrangement was?---le would tele-
araph to you for a repetition of the message? My
veply is, that he did ask for a repetition of the message,
and that the telegram is betore you ; and that I replied
to await my letter of the 10th October, which would
give him all information

‘Then we are to understand that your partner, not
understanding what arrangement you had made with
Mr. Thomassen, bought 30,000 tons of rails in case it
~hould be an unsatisfactory one? He bought 30,000
tons of rails because he had them under offer, and the
price had gone up; and he thought that probubly all
wight benefit in the joint transaction which he oper-
ated for.

This was a somewhat different statement, Mr.
McEacharn stating here that they had a large
quantity of rails under offer and bought them
because the price had gone up. Questions 880 to
8394 were as follows :—

“We are to understand from you that he bought those
rails without understanding your arrangement with Mr,
Thomassen ¢ He had those 80,000 tons of rails under
offer to him at a certain price, for fourteen days. He
veceived my telegram that I had made arrangements
with Mr. Thomassen. He was uncertain what those
arrangements were, and he telegraphed for a repetition
of my telegram. I replied, to await letter of 10th Octo-
Der; and, as rails had gone up som thing like £1 a-ton
meantime, he naturally accepted the offer, and pur-
chased the rails.

« 1 understood you, in vour statement of the letter of
the 31st Octoher, to say that your partnersaid he had
secured 30,000 tons of rails to ‘help usout’ ¥ Thatisthe
case -—you will see by the letter what it means.

““You have not produced it* I do not think I stated
it—however, it will make no difference—that he had
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secured - those 30,000 tons- of rails, pending definite
information as to what arrangement I had entered into
with My, Thomassen.

““If the arrangement with Ibbotson Brothers and Co.
was that they were to supply all the rails, thosze 30,000
tons, what inducement had your partner to buy them ?
1f you read the telegram, you will find my partuner had
received the telegram advising him that we were to
carry rails, in a mutilated condition; therefore he
could not tell what I had done—what the arrangement
was.

*Did he understand or not that you had entered into
a joint transaction? The assamption was, as he vre-
ceived the telegramw, that I had entered into a joint
transaction with Mr. Thomassen, but it was uncertain.

“Did he take the trouble to ascertain definitely what
was the nature of your transaction before buying the
30,000 tons of rails? I have already stated that he en-
deavoured to ascertain.

‘ But he did not ascertain # IIle could not, IIe tried
to do so; but the telegrams were such that he could not
ascertain.

‘““Are we to understand that he abandoned the
attempt to ascertain ¥ e did; because, on 31st Octo-
‘ber, my letter would reach him probably as soon asa
telegram would—ifit was to arrive in a mwutilated con-
dition as the telegrams before had done.

““ All telegrams do mot arrive in a mutilated condi-
tion® My letter was posted on the 10th October. Ie
telegraphed to me on 31st October; I replied, on 1st
November, to await my letter. Rails were in a satis-
factory condition at the time, going up. Ie hadno
objection to wait.

“But, I understood you to say he had secured the
30,000 tons of rails before the 31lst October? Yes; he
had, on the 8th or 10th October secured them.

“ By the Chairman: Does that mean that he had
accepted and secured the contract, and that he had
taken the offer of the rails® The usual way is to con-
tract, to be delivered within a certain time.

¢ By Mr. Griflith : You mean, the contract was made
tor 30,000 tons of rails on the 8th or 10th October? Yes.

*“By Mr. Perkins: Your partuer had an offer fourteen
days, say, before he accepted it ¥ Iis offer to me was dated
3rd October, and it was open for fourteen days from
then ; or, rather, his telegram to me was dated 3rd
Oectober. I had telegraphed prior to that, on 29th Sep-
tember, to keep the offer open for fourteen days, so that
the offer would have been made, in all probability, on
the 2nd or 3rd October, and would have been open
fourteen days. At the end of that fourteen days he
would have secured the rails.

“ By Mr. Griffith : That offer must have heen procured
in consequence of your telegram that you had made no
arrangement with Mr. Thomassen® Yes; and my tele-
gfam that I could not arrange. I telegraphed for a
further offer of 43,000 tons ; but he secured 30,000 tons.

“Then he must have procured this offer and have
accepted it betfore you telegraphed to him your new
arrangement with Thomassen? I telegraphed to him
my new arrangement with Thomassen on the 10th
October—* Have arranged with Thomassen —thinking
that my telegram of 26th September had arvived
correctly, and that he wouid understand that it was
freight I referred to; but as this telegram arrived—
“liave arranged with Thomassen’—-he thought it . was
a joint transaction, and it was about that date that he
closed for the rails.””

The questions that followed related to the makers
of the rails, and the price—

“By Myr. Grifith: Did he only tell you by telegram
that he had closed for the rails? XNo

** Can you tell us where those rails were ordered from ?
I know partly where some of them were ordered froni.
I think it is verv probable the Barrow Co. were one of
the suppliers. I think it is very probable that the Moss
Bay Co. were amongst them., They seemed to know
more about them here.

“Have you any doubt? I have very little doubt. I
could not say definitely.

“ Have you never keen informed » No.

“Have you any information-—definite information ?
I have never had any definite information from my
partner.

¢ Ifave you had any indefinite information?® XNo; I
have no indefinite information from my partner.

“ Have you had no information? Yes.

“What information? I think the Barrow Co., the
Moss Bay Co., and other parties were our suppliers.

“Po you know at what price they supplied them?
Yes.

“What? Ido not think it should he necessary for
me to tell that.

“T ask the question? I think it would be asking
matters that are quite out of the proper course. I may
say that they were not £6.

DO you miean it was less? It was an average price.
It was not less; it was a trifle over £6, taking the
average price.

** What was the price you paid the Barrow Co.? I do
vot think it is a fair question to ask.

T press the yuestion® I do not think I am bound to
answer every guestion put.”’

After pressure, the price was given.
dence continued—

“ Do you know anything +—Do youn know; or did you
order any rails from any other person besides the
Barrow Co. and the Moss Bay Co.? Yes: I believe so.

“Who else* I do not think I should answer that
guestion. I am not definitely advised. I know those

wo.

‘Do you know the quantities ordered from the Moss
Bay Co. and the Barrow Co.? Two parcels of 10,000
tons each.

“By Mr. Macrossan: Is that from each Company ¢

From each Company.”’
First the witness did not know, then he did not
know definitely, and then he stated that two
parcels of 10,000 tons each were ordered from
each company.  He (Mr. Griffith) took the liberty
of drawing his own conclusions as to the value of
that evidence. Questions 939 to 951 were as
followed :—

“ As your telegrams were unintelligible, your partner
would naturally eommunicate with the other parties to
the transaction—Ibbotson Grothers? He did, as you
will see from the telegram dated 31st October.

“And did he get any information whutever from
them? The telegram is there, already put in., He
states that he could get none.

“ Do you think that it would be likely that your
partuer—understanding that your firm were engaged in
a joiut eontract with Ibbotson Brothers to supply 40,000
tons of rails—would make a contract for 30,000 tons
without consulting them? Decidedly. When he found
that they had not protected themselves, that was a
reason for securing the 30,000 tons; and not only
that, hut prices were going np when he heard from
them that they had no information. He advised me
on 31st October that he was not aware of the position
of_ lmat’cers ; therefore he secured the 30,000 ‘tons of
rajls.

‘Do T understand you that he bought them on behalf
of Tbbotson Brothers as well as himself # He bought
in order to secure himself, in case my transaction with
Mr. Thomassen was a joint transaction for the supply
of rails.

“And he did this without consulting Ibbotson
Brothers as to the purchase of the 30,000 tons? No. I
already stated that he had consulted them. Ile com-
sulted them afterwards.

“Did he consult them before *—He bought those rails
without consulting those persons who were Jjointly con-
cerned with him in the purchase? Healso consulted
them before; and he went for information to the
Queensland Government Office, 32 Charing Cross.

“When did he *—Before huying the rails, did he con-
sult Ibhotson Brothers? Yes. [NoTk (ddded by witness
on revision).—I could not have spoken so definitely
on a matter I could not know about.]

“When? I do not know, by my telegram,

‘“You say he consulted the Queensland Government
Agency? Yes.

“When? October.

“Before the purchase of the 30,000 tons of rails, T
mean? I donot know the date.

‘1 ask you, what steps your partner took for buying
30,000 tons of rails? I think you will ascertain that
better from him, T cannot answer the question.

“ What do you know about his consulting the Queens-
land Government Office? He applied to the Queensland
Governinent Agency. Ile was informed that a telegram
had come home to the effect that an arrangement had
been made with Ibbotson Brothers, and that the Queens-
land Agency had communicated with Ibbotson Brothers,
but was unable to obtain any information from them.”’

‘With reference to the receipt of letters on the
subject of the rails, the witness gave the follow-
ing answer i—

“ Will you produce the letters, Mr. McEacharn, ad-
vising you of the purchase and disposal of those rails ¥
Yes; if I get them down. I do not think it fair to ask
that my letters should be produced, because they refer
to many private matters; but I will be glad to show
extracts of them to the Chairman of the Committee. Y
have not got them here, but I will get them down.”

‘With regard to specification the witness said—
“ By Mr. Macrossan: When you buy rails, you do not
enter into any specification at all? No ; you do notenter

The evi-
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into any specification. Iknow that 10,000 tons we pur-
chased —I don’t know about the others-—were not pur-
chased on any specification at all. I do not believe any
others were purchased on specification.”

and-—

« By Mr. Dickson : But when those rails were purchased
by your partner, I presume they were purchased at 113
1bs. weight per yard? I have stated that they were not
purchased on any specification.

‘“But as to weightt They were not purchased, to my
knowledge, of any weight ;—no specification.

By Mr. Griffith : Do you mean, not that you know
they were not purchased by weight, or that you do not
know? I do not know. I think, from the fact of mv
firm advising me that they would have to pay a higher
price in order to meet the higher specification, that they
could not have been purchased oun specification. It is
not usual to do so.”’

Further on the following additional evidence
with regard to quantities was given :—

“By Mr. McLean: I think I understood you to say,
yesterday, Mr. McEacharn, that there were 10,000 tons
of rails purchased of the Barrow Co., and 10,000 of the
Moss Bay Co.? Yes. We have instructions that both
those companies supplied 10,000 tons each.”

The committee assumed to know all about this
transaction.

¢ Do you know where the other 10,000 tons were pur-
chased? Yes; I know the parties from whom they
were purchased, but I do not consider it necessary to
give the information. I acknowledged more than was
necessary yesterday, as to my profits. I decline to
answer that further.

“You decline to answer that guestion? To answer
that question ;—decidedly.””

Then the witness, who had said that he knew
the parties, was told that he must answer the
question. He then said—

I am guite willing to state that the third parly was
Coutinental. But I could not tell yon the name of the
firm. Itisa very ditficult name, and I have not itin
my head.”

The witness first said he knew the parties, but
would not tell, and, when told he must answer,
he said the name was a very difficult one and
he did not remember it. In questions 1024 and
1025, he said—

«By Mr. Griffith: Will you he able to suppply the
name of thefirm? Yes; I can supply it. I have itin
my correspondence.

‘“ When you get the correspondencet Yes; I think I
8hall be able to do so. Iknow thatI havehad the firm’s
name.”

But the committee never got it. Before passing
from this portion of the subject he would refer
to the telegrams which had been received in
England by Mr. A. Mcllwraith from his partner
here. They were four in number and as fol-
lowed. The first, dated September 1st, as fol-
lowed :—

«“ New railway to be constructed. Can you make 2
firm offer of 20-30,000 tons of steel rails for five years
delivery, and at what price free on board. Assortment
as usual—"
was correctly received, and an answer as followed
was sent from London on September 5th :—

¢ Rails, we offer for delivery within twelve months,
107s. 6d.; fastenings, £11 15s. Impossible extend de-
Livery.”

The next despatched from Brisbane on 26th
September was as followed :—
“Ibbotson’s tender is acecepted. To be delivered here

We have secured freight room for 17,000. Brisbane
30s. 26,000 Northern (ports understood) 47s.”

There was a mistake in this one in the use of the
cypher word “nothing” instead of the word
““northern,” but the message was veryintelligible,
The next message sent three days afterwards
was received and understood in London, as also
was that of the 10th October. Those were the
telegrams which were said to have been so
mutilated that they could not be understood.
He should now call attention to Mr. McEacharn’s
evidence as to letters. In all the evidence given

up to this time the witness had depended upon
his recollection, but he said he would produce
the letters. On that point the following evidence
was glven :—

“By Mr. Griffith: Have you any further correspond-
ence from your partner which would throw any light
on the matter which we are investigating* I have ex-
tracts of two letters, here ; one dated 9th October, and
the other the 31st October. I will read them., I had
better read that of the 9th October firsy :—

¢ And now I think I have touched upon all business
except rails, at present the most interesting and excit-
ing subject of them all. The various messages have
heen coming through in a very mutilated form, as you
will sce from the readings as we make out.’”’

If that were the case there must have been
other telegrams than those produced, for only
three had been shown; of those only one was
mutilated—

‘¢ Our reply to your message asking question was sent
on the 5th September. Owing to the very excited state
of the metal market we were unable to do better.”” *

Then a piece was cut out—

‘I had heen expecting your next message for a new
quotation, and was ready to give another immediate
price—snubject to 14 days—ifor reply * * * *

(Here more was cut out.)

““and I am afraid nunless there is word from you soon
our friends will endeavour to back out.’*’

The evidence of witness continued—

*“ Whom is this letter from? TFrom Mr, Andrew Mell-
wraith, my partner,

““ This is a very mutilated extraect, Mr. McEacharn ;—
two lines left out of the very middle of the document,
which might entirely change the meaning of it ¢ It
will not at all change the meaning of it in the least.”’

Nothing more was known by the committee
of the excisions except what might be gained
from the following subsequent answers :—

“ Did that letter contain the names of your friends
whom younr partner says he is afraid will back out?
No; it did not. If you will give me time, I will endea-
vour to putin what he did say. I think this concluding
sentence was—

‘© And after consulting with our financial agent we
telegraphed you to reduce the price.’
it was something to that effect. It was relative
to the telegram of the 4th instant; and it brought in
the name of the party; and I cut it out. i

‘““How would that run with the rest of the sen-
tence #—

‘““¢And I am afraid, unless there is word from you,
soom, our friends will endeavour to back out’ #

Surely, what was left out must have been some state-

ment about the rise in pricesof rails? No; it did not
refer in any way to the price of rails. It referred to the
telegram authorising us to reduce the price.””

Question 1578, on the subject of letters, was as
followed :—

‘“Now, what was the next letter you got from your
partner on the subject? That was dated 31st October.
This is the extract :—

“¢I scarcely make out from the reference youmake to
Thomassen whether you are working in copjunction
with him or otherwise. Your messages come to us aga
vule in a very mutilated form. On the 16th instant I
asked you to repeat part of your message of the 11th
instant, but as you made no reference to my request in
your message of the 27th [Norx (added by Witness, on
rexisios).—This message referred to other bhusiness, and
not to rails or Ireights.] I corclude you thought the
matter of no great importance. I again set to work,
and at last hit upon what 1 consider is the proper read-
ing of this message, viz.—

““*Telegram arrived Will reply by mail Rails— Have
arranged with Thomassen Telegraph instructions, &e.,
&c. Copy enclosed * * * * * * *

Witness did not say what the telegram was.

« ¢ This matter is still obseure * * * * *
A piece cut out.

“‘and as it may assume a very serious aspect to us
owing to the rise in all heematite iron * * * *
Another piece cut out.

* <X wired you again asking for particulars; see copy
message dated 30th October.

. ¢ The posiqion of matters here certainly justifies us
in being anxious The Government wire home they
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have made a ecntract with Iobotson's agent, subject to
being ratified in London, for 12,000 tons of rails. You
say you have arranged with Thomussen. I wrote
Ibbotson to see if they can give any explanation. They
Say’ NO * & * #* * & * * *
A long piece cut out here.

“<that they have placed no orders for delivery for-
ward. Now, if such is the case, il will be impossible
to place a rail under £7 per ton for delivery over twelve
months ; and, as for five yvears. I don’t believe a single
work would look at it under £10 a ton, or at least £9.
If you have, therefore, gone in upon joint risk, leaving
the purchase in Ibbotson’s hands, I am afraid it isa
bad job, and for that reason we are anxious to know, so
that we may protect ourselves by holding on  * *202
That was all the information which Mr. McEach-
arn would give them on the subject. e
would ask anyone who could take an impartial
view of things whether on that the committee
were justified in stating definitely and conclu-
sively that the fact was established beyond all
reasonable doubt that the transaction was
initiated by Mr. Andrew Mecllwraith in the way
stated in the report. He (Mr. Guriffith) did not
desire at present to come to any conclusion on
the point. Mr, McHacharn said he was uncertain
about it : that he had no definite information—
and he certainly produced none. He (Mr. Grif-
fith) thought the statement made in paragraph 7
of the protest—

“Afr, McEacharn suggests that the purchases made by
his firm were made under the impression that they were
jointly bound with Messrs. Ibbotson in a definite con-
tract, but, as he declined to produee more than two of
his partner’s letters, both of whicli were mutilated hy
actual excision to a considerable extent, we suspend our
judgment on this point wntil the whole truth is dis-
closed -
was the only conclusion which could be justified
on the evidence which had been given. He
would now pass on to the 14th paragraph of the
report, in which it was stated—

“Your Committec have taken it into consideration
whether, supposing the rails supplied hy the Barrow
ITeematite Co. were hought hv My, Andrew McIlwraith
as an agent of the Queensiaud Government, the Gov-
ernment have not a right to claim from McIlwraith,
McEacharn, and Co. a sum equal to the difference
between the buying and selling prices of the 1iails.
There is, however, no evidence to show that he acted as
agent, and your Committee cannot see in what way the
Government can have any such claim.”

That was another point on which it was certainly
impossible to form a definite conclusion. He,
however, dissented from the statement that there
was no evidence that Mr. Andrew MecIlwraith
acted as agent. There was not evidence of a
sufficiently satisfactory character to justify any-
thing more than further inguiry, but he would
dissent from the statement that there was ‘‘no
evidence.” Itwould be remembered that when
the matter was first brought under the notice of
the House at the beginning of the session, he
stated that he was informed that if the Premier
had taken the trouble to inquire at the works of
the makers of rails he would have been told that
the rails were ordered in the name of the Queens-
land Government. That was the serious part of
the charge, and if the statoment were true the
Government would certainly be entitled to the
difference. The report said there was no evidence
in support of the charge : that was an important
finding. He agreed that there was no evidence
to justify them in saying that it was so ; but the
state of the evidence did not justify them in
saying that it was not so. e would call atten-
tion to the evidence on the point—there was very
little of it. The evidence of Mr. Hamilton—
questions 143 and 144—was—

« Were any inquivies made at the London office to-
wards the end of last year about rails? There were. A
gentleman came into the office. In the hurried way
that I lett the office, I could not find his card. I got
my discharge at half-past five, and the office was taken
possession of at ten o’clock in the morning. I tried to
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think of the name of the party who called ; but I can-
not. Towards the end of the year a gentleman called,
and, presenting his card, asked if we were in the
market for rails. I said, we were not. He again put
the guestion— ‘Are you in the market tor rails¥’ I
said, no. Ie again asked, ¢ Are you gquite sure that you
are not in the market for rails?—Counld there be some-
body in the market without your knowledge?’ I said,
‘I have no idea.” IIe said, * There are inquiries in the
market for Queensland rails” I said I knew nothing of
it.

‘ Can you say about when this was ? That was inthe
month of September, I think; or the beginning of Oc-
tober.”

The next questions on this point were 166 and
167—

“Did you receive anything from, or see anything of,
any of the other representatives or any of the people
who were invited to tender, on the subject—about these
rails? Well, one of the tenderers was John Brown and
Co. Their representative in London, Mr. Bean, called
and asked me where the tender to contract had gone to.
I said I was not aware; he had better see Mr. Ashwell.
1le went to see Mr. Ashwell, and came down to me im-
niediately after; and lLe said, ‘Ile tells me they are
gone to Darrow.’ T said, ‘Indeed; I understood the
Barrow people were not tendering.’

“Was anything else said? Well, he made a remark
that he thought there was something crooked abont
it.))

The next questions dealing with the subject, Mr.
Hamilton being still the witness, were 250 to
2556—

“Did you visit the Barrow Co.s works befors you
left England, Mr, Ilamilton ? I did.

“ Did you make any inquiries there as to the con~
tract—as to their supply of rails ? Yes; I did.

“Will you say what took place, as far as you can re-~
collect ¥ I called at the works and asked for Mr. Smith,
the managing director. I showed him that 1 had been
dismissed, and explained to him that it was mainly on
account of bringing before the Agent-General the in-
voices that he had sent to the oflice by mistake—so
Mr. Smith had said, He said, ‘Ah! the Premier and
Mr. Ashwell have been here before you—on the same
subject” “Well? I said, ‘T wish you would give me
some information respecting it, so that the rights of
the ithing can be ascertained.” Well’ he said, ¢ all
that I have got to say is, that a broker bought all the
rails at a4 time last year when rails were about £6 a
ton, and at a fair price; and they have changed hands
with other people, amongst whom is McIlwraith, an
Australian merchant;—but the fact is,” he continued,
‘[ do not care about giving any further information
about it, hecause it is probable that I shall have Lo
answer an inquiry myself, and 1 do not want to commit
myself to any statement, especially as our commercial
seeretary has been struck down ill, and he is the only
party that cun give any information correctly.’

“ Was the name of the broker mentioned? I asked.
1 said, ‘Is Mr. Leonard Cooper the name of the broker
you refer to*—and he said, ‘T b -lieve he is; bhut I
would prefer that the inguiry should be made to the
commercial secretary, when he gets better.”

* Was the gquantity of rails mentioned that they were
to supply # Yes; flve thousand.

“Five thousand tons? Mr, Smith said, five or six
thousand.”

Mr. McEacharn said he was not certain whether
10,000 tons of rails were not ordered, and Mr.
Hamilton mentioned 5,000 or 6,000 as the quan-
tity stated by the managing director of the
company. How could the committee be sure on
the point when the principals were not? Mr.
Hamilton was asked (question 256) whether he
had visited the Moss Bay Company’s works,
and he replied that he had, and that he had seen
the manager, who drove him over to see Mr.
Valentine. The witness then went on to say
that Mr. Valentine was one of the princi-
pal proprietors of the Moss Bay Company,
and he added— .

“1 went to Mr. Valentine at his own house, and I
told him that I had been dismissed, and the particulars,
as far as was news to hitn. I told him then that I
wished him to give me all the information he could in
reference to the parties interested in the contract. He
said, ‘I have no speeial objection to withhold any infor-
mation from you, but as we are dealing direct with one
man I prefer that you would get the information from
him. If he refuses to give it to you, after I consult
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with my partners. ¥ would give you what you want.
The man who paid for the rails is Mr. Leonard Cooper,
of Leeds. - If he refuses to give you the inform-tion. 1
think my partners should give it to yon, But I would
prefer you should first ask himself.” e sald the rails
were purchased at a fair market price at the time they
were bought. He could not recolleet the date. This
was in his own home, not in his oflice. But the subject
was negotiated at the Liverpool Meeting but not set-
tled, so that the date on which those rails were sold,
or finally contracted for, was some time after the Liver-
pool Meeting.

“What is the meaning of the ‘Liverpool Meeting »’
Race Meeting. 1 asked him if they were brught for
the Queensland Government. IHe said, ‘I understood
them to be a direct purchase ; if I &id not think so now
I should cancel the agreement.’ Ie said, - We had
often offered to suppiy rails to the Queensland Govern-
ment, and, without any apparent reason, we'e always
rejected, and we were anxious to initiate a connection
with them.’*

When the Barrow Company made out their
first invoices for rails, which they were supply-
ing, they made them out direct to the Queens-
land Government, and stated the gquantities,
with desecriptions of the rails, and the price—£6
per ton. The dates of those invoices were the
11th, 12th, and 13th of March, 1880. Shortly
after that time the Premier and Mr. Ashwell
vis_%ted the works of the company and saw the
rails.

Mr. PERKINS : That is not in evidence.

Mr. GRIFFITH said they saw rails which
were being made—not those which had gone
away—certainly not. . With regard to that visit
the Premier said (questions 2082 to 2087)—

“ Were you aware at the time of your visit to Barrow
that the Barrow Co. had sent in their invoices for rails
to the Queensland General Office, dated 11th, 12th, and
13th March;, and charged for them at £9 a ton? No.

“Was anything said about the rails, at Barrow, be-
tween you and anybody there, about the price of them
and the time they were ordered ? I think that both of
them complained about the Jow price to me.

¢ Did they mention what it was? No; I knew what it

as.
“What? £9 18s. 6d.
“But did you think, at the time, that the Barrow Co.
were getting £9 18s, 6d. 7 I did not know what they
were getting.

¢ Do you remember what they said, in complaining of
the low price? Yes; they hoped the next time they got
a contract for the Queensland Government that they
would get a higher price.”
The Premier had fixed the date of that visit as
the 17th of March, but that appeared to be a
mistake ; it was not till the 24th of March that
he went there. It was on the 25th March that
Mr. Hamilton wrote inquiring about those in-
voices. He had thought it necessary to call
attention to that evidence because he said it was
incorrect to say that there was no evidence that
Mr. Andrew Mellwraith represented that he
was acting as the agent for the Queensland Gov-
ernment in buying those rails. He did not say
there was satisfactory evidence on which to form
any conclusion ; but there was certainly evidence
to justify further inquiry. If what wassuggested
in the statement of Mr. Valentine was true,
there was reason to think that a large sum of
money had Leen procured from the Government
irregularly. Whether that could be proved he
did not confess to know, Mr., Hamilton might
have misunderstood what Mr. Valentine said.

The COLONIAL SECRETARY: He told
lies, as he generally does.

Mr. GRIFFITH said, there were very few
people who did not make mistakes. He ven-
tured to say that there was not a single witness
who gave evidence before the committee on more
than one occasion who did not contradiet him-
self more or less, as any witness was likely to
do who was in the box for a long time.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: What about
Mr. Hamilton’s commission ?

Wi
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Mr. GRIFFITH said he was coming to that
directly, but that was beside the question which
he was now discussing, which was whether there
was any evidence suggesting that the rails were
bought in the name of the Queensland Govern-
ment. He said there was very strong evidence, but
not by any means conclusive enough or sufficient
to act on in any way. There wasstrong evidence
in the fact that Mr. Hamilton said he had been
told so by a gentleman from whom the rails were
ordered, and in the fact that one of the firms
sent their invoices direct to the Queensland Gov-
ernment, being evidently under the impression
that they were dealing with them ; and also in
the fact that one of the makers remarked to the
Premier that he hoped the next time his firm
got a contract for the Queensland Government
they would get a better price. Further investi-
gation on the point was necessary before any
definite conclusion could be arrived at. Another
matter to which he desired to call attention, and
which he dissented from, was contained in the
16th paragraph of the report, as follows :—

“ Mecllwraith, McEacharn, and Co. were the lowest
and successinl tenderers, at 38s. 6d. per ton to all ports-—
a larger price than the average previously paid by the
Government ; but your Committee do not consider that
the freight is in any way excessive for full-cargo ships,
there being evidence to show that rails are by no means
a favourite cargo with shipowners.”

The evidence showed, as far as he could make
out, that the whole affair was pre-arranged—that
there was no bond fide competition at all. That
could be scarcely denied; but he would call
attention to the evidence on the point. - If
a contract was made, not by real tenderers in
competition, but by a preconcerted arrangement
between certain gentlemen, how could they
tell that the rates were mnot excessive?
The appendix at page 149 wounld show what
the ruling rates were. At the London inquiry
Mr. Hamilton was instructed by the Premier to
prepare a statement of the freights paid for the
previous three years. From this statement it
appeared that the average rate for all ports was
28s. 10d. per ton. A comparison of the freights
paid for rails carried in general ships, and full-
cargo ships, showed that the carriage in the
former case to Brisbane was about 24s. per ton
including transit to port, while in the latter it was
from 35s. to 42s., the full-cargoships going entirely
to northern ports; yet the committee did not
consider the tender of MecIlwraith, McEacharn,
and Co., at 38s. 6d. per ton to all ports, excessive.
Now,let them see how the contract was made. He
did not at present express any definite conclusion
on the point, but he would quote Mr. Hamilton’s
evidence, which was not contradicted. Question
173 and the answer to it were as follows :—

* Well, what was the first you heard, Mr. Hamilton,

of calling for tenders for the freight of those rails? A
few days after the contract for rails had been settied—
perhaps a week after—some time after—1 don’t know
how long, heeause I did not know precisely at the time
how it was arranged—>Mr. Macalister called me into his
office and said, ¢ ITamilton, I wish to call for tenders for
freight for 15,000 tons of rails.” I said, ¢ Very well, sir;
you had better let me know where they are made, and the
ports they go from, and what ports they are destined
for, and all particulars about them.” He said, ‘ You
have got nothing to do with that.”’ T said, ¢ Then will
you kindly dictate a letter, which I will write and you
will sign? I will send it. I do not know what to write,
unless I have those particulars.’ He said, ‘I will see
ahout it myself’”
It was because of this part of his evidence that
it was said in the report that if some of Mr.
Hamilton’s evidence was true the Agent-General
was not sane ; but he made the same statement
in London, in the presence of Mr. Macalister.
Mr. Hamilton was then asked—

“ What was the next you heard of them? I think the
following day Mr. Clay came in to me. He is theindent
cleik. He said, ‘I have instructions from My, Macalister,
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who says he is acting under the advice of Mr. Ashwell, to
send out the letter inviting tenders for 15,000 tons of
rails.’ - I said, ‘All right; you hisd better send. it out,
just as'you have instructions to do it.” When it came
under my notice, next time, it was, I suppose, about ten
days after or more; Mr. Ashwell brought in the tenders.
In the meantime, after the first tender went out, Mr.
Bethell came tome. .

“Is that Bethell, of Taylor, Bethell, and Roberts?
Yes. He came to me and asked whether it was true
that the Government had decided to ask for tenders for
direct ships only; because, if it was so, the Liverpool
ships they were connected with, and the London ships,
would be put at a very great disadvantage. I said, I
never heard anything about it; T did not think it at all
likely that such a thing would take place. He said, ‘I
have heard it said that thisis to be; and I have come
down to make a representation to the Agent-General
about that, and to have the tenders opened in publie.
I stated then that I did not think tenders would be
asked for directships only—I thought I was entitled to
say that much ; but that I had not heard a single word
about it ; Mr. Macalister had not given me the slightest
idea that such was the case. Ie said, ‘I had better see
Mr. Macalister myself> I think I said, ‘ Yes; very
well’ I do not know whether be saw him or not.”

Mr, Hamilton then said that the tenders were
sent in to him and Mr. Ashwell to open and
schedule, and that he remarked that thetender of
MecIlwraith, McEacharn and Company was
higher than that of Law and Company for Bris-
bane, and Taylor, Bethell, and Roberts, for
Northern Ports. Mr. Hamilton was asked what
Mr. Ashwell said to that. The answer was—

“ IIe said he wounldtake them in to the Agent-General
t2 see what he said about it. I also poinfed out that
the amount was very much in excess of what we had
ever paid before, and quite in excess of what there was
any necessity for paying now.”

The questions following were—

“What did he say to that? He said he would refer
to the Agent-General and let him decide about it.

* Did you say anything else to him then? He went to
the Agent-General. There was nothing said. I do not
remember anything further of that particular conversa-
tion ; but he came afterwards to me,

“ When ?—the same day ? Half-an-hour afterwards-—
very shortly afterwards—with the tenders in his hand,
and he said, ‘You had better write ‘accepted’ across
the middle of McIlwraith, McEacharn, and Co.s. The
Agent-General says they are to have the contract” I
said, ‘Not me.” I said ‘I am sure there will bea
noise about it; and I think that, considering your posi-
tion, to ask me to do a thing like that is very wrong of

ou.’

“ What did he say ? He said, ¢ You had better do it.’
1 said, ‘No; I would rather take legal advice as t0
what my position is, than go into that transaction.” I
also said to him that it was very wrong of him, con-
sidering his connection with the ships, his conneetion
with McIlwraith, McEacharn, and Co., his position with
Haslam Co. ; it was excessively wrong of him to force
such a position on me.

¢ Yes ;—did he say anything to that? No; he made
no reply to it. He said it was the Agent-General's in-
stractions, and, of course, they would be ecarried out.

“Did you say anything to him about the Agent-
General or anything of that kind ?—did you say anything
further to him, on that occasion, about the Agent-
General? While discnssing if, he said, ‘It is a very
strange thing that the Agent-General does not bring
this paper to you himself.’ I said, ‘I have no doubt
that he would do so if let alone; that it was very
wrong of him, considering his position, to surround him
with papers in that way.’

* * * * * * s * * *

¢« Well, what was the next you heard about this
freight contract? DMMr. Bethell called a day or two after-
wards and asked if I could give him a copy of the
tenders—of the whole tenders; and I said, no; that
althongh I had seen them, they were not in my posses-
sion. Besides, I did not think they could be given. I
said, at all events, I conld not give them to him. Then
he said, fYou know, it does not imatter now about it ;
we are in it. I saw there was going to be no chance of
getting anything unless we joined with them ;’—with
Mecllwraith and McEacharn.

‘¢ Yes;—go on—give us the conversation? That was
all the conversation that I had with Bethell on that
occasion.

‘* Had you any with him afterwards? Yes; sometime
afterwards he came and told me that he was very sorry
that I was not working harmoniously with the Agent~
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General ; that he had it from Andrew Mellwraith that
there was not to be an inquiry into the office; and that
I had better work harmoniously,. or it would be worse
for myself. .

‘“ What did you say to that? I said, I did not know
what he meant by ‘harmoniously,” If he meant in
reference to those freights—that I should take any
steps other than I had taken—I could not work har-
moniously ; and I would not. And, I would take any
consequences.’’

The next questions on this same subject were from
619 to 624, as follows :—

“ Are not Thomas Law and Co.; and Taylor, Bethell,
and Roberts, and Anderson and Anderson, and MecIl
wraith, McEacharn, and Co., gnd others ;—are they not
respectable shippers? I believe that every one of those
people went into it wnwillingly. I believe they. would
not do it if allowed to have their share of freightson
proper competition,

““ But are they not all respectable shipowners? - Ido
not know anything against any of them, except
what you know. There isnothing that I know of them
%ﬁa’o I wouldbe at all alarmed to do business with

em,

““ By Mr. Perkins: How do you know of the existence
of an agreement amongst them, My, Hamilton? I was
told of it.

N Who told you? - Mr. Law, Mr. Bethell, and other
ship-brokers. One of the clerks of another ship-broker
stated to another gentleman, who informed myself, that
they were receiving their share of freight under an
arrangement ;—that is from three sources.

By Mr. Macrossan : It would seem from your answer
to question 242, that McIlwraith, McEacharn, and Co.
were inclined to back out of that agreement ; and that
Law threatened, or told you that he threatened, he
would make a complaint, unless he got a share of the
rails; and that McIlwraith, McEacharn, and Co. told
him that they give him 28s. 6d., to which Law said he
would get what they were being paid. Do you knowif
he is getting 38s. 6d4.2 1 believe he is getting what is
considered equal to 38s. 6d., in this way: that is the
rate now to all ports—38s. 6d. all round; but he.is
getting an allowance to Brishane which will be equal to
an all round freight of 38s. 6d, to all ports.

“Can you tell us what that rateis? -1 may be-a
penny, or something out—I think it is 34s. 11d. . I was
told of it ; and he stated it somewhere to me.”

In question 242 and -following  questions. Mr.
Hamiiton was asked—

“Did you receive any information on the subject of
value to be made public? Yes,

“Trom whom? I wrote a letter to Mr, Law, and he
did not reply to it quickly ; and I went to Glasgow to see
him. X told him that I had written tohim and expected
a reply. e said that the reason he had not replied was
that he had a difficulty in knowing what to write... He
was very sorry that such a course was adopted towards
myself; that it was yery undeserved under the eircum-
stances—very improper; and he said that if called upon
he would be very glad to state the whole truth in con-
unection with the transaction, He sald that after the
contract was let he had gone to MeIlwraith and
McEacharn and said that he would make a complaint
about it unless he got a share of the rails, and that
Mellwraith and McEacharn replied that they would
give him the rails at £1 8s. 6d., the amount he tendered
for to the Government, Mr. Law said he would not be
content with that: he would have what they werebeing
paid—what they were getting for them * * *

‘* He said he would have the rate that was being paid
by the Government; and then he told me that they
made an agreement with him--ga written agreement—
that provided he limited the number of ships, I think;
to five in a year and not over, of 2 certain burden, and
charged a certain rate of freight for goods, he should
have freights.

* Did he give you any information asto any communi-
cation he had received before the tenders were sent in ?
He did. He said he had got an intimation from one of
the brokers that they had combined ; snd that there
was no use in tendering except in concert; because
MeIlwraith and McEacharn would get the refusal of
the contract ; and that if his firm went in and com-
pe]ted t:or the contract it would be only damaging them-
selves,”

There was a letter from Mr. Law to the Premier
bearing on the same subject. He would now call
attention to Mr. McHEacharn’s story about this
combination. In question 1251 he was asked—

“By Mr. Macrossan: Have you any reason to
know that Mr. Hamilton was aware that the brokers
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‘made arrangements to regulate freights ? - Mr. Hamilton
was perfectly aware that the London brokers had ar-
ranged to regulate the loading of ships, and to regulate
the working of the trade generally. What is more, he
has told me he intended to put on aship, in conjunction
with Mr, Fyfe,in order to secure cheaper freights than
the brokers would give him. Iinformed Mr. Hamilton
of it myself, so there can be no mistake about that.”
* * * * * * * *

“By Mr, Grifiith; You said that Mr. Hamilton was
aware that there was an arrangement amongst the
London brokers who arranged the business. When did
he first become aware of that arrangement to your
knowledge? Oh! he would know it two years back.

“ How long had the arrangement been in existence?
I suppose it has been in existence about that period.

“ Who were the parsies to it ? I decline to answer; I
have no business to mention other people’s names in
this inquiry.

«Are your firm a party to it? I decline to answer
that guestion.

«Js the arrangement stillin force? Yes; there is an
arrangement in torce.

«Is your late contract with that Government for
freight of rails subject to that arrangement? I think
that it would come under that arrangement; I am not
sure,

“Will you tell us the nature of the arrangement?
Yes., Itisanarrangement that was entered into affer
the London brokers had fought us for some six months,
had opposed every ship that we put on for Brishane, and
every ship-broker in London had been losing at the rate
of £400 or £500 a-ship that they loaded. Whenever we
put on a vessel they put on & vessel for the same date.
If we took goods at 20s. they took them at 15s.; wmtil,
at last, they thought we were as—well, one of their
fraternity—worthy as any other, and they pointed out to
us that it would be far hetter, instead of putting on a
number of vessels irrespective of dates, that we should
arrange dates to suit cargo amongst ourselves, and meet
from time to time to see what the requirements of the
trade were, and arrange the dates to suit those require-
ments, so that merchants for their part could depend
upon the dates when their goods would be sent away.
And the arrangement, also, went into the question of
freights that should be charged, as it was found that, at
times, where one broker had a vessel on, and no other
sailing within a fortnight of that date, he would put the
freights up to a price that the merchants could not
afford to pay. We therefors arrangedto charge what,
as between the merchants, the brokers, and the ship-
owners, would be considered a fair freight.””

Again in question 1306 he was asked—

By Mr. Griffith: Can you tell me any more about
the arrangement of the brokers, as affecting the present
freight contract for rails P—do you feel disposed to give
me any more information on the subject? I shall be
very happy, if you put specific questions.

«“How does that arrangement of the brokers affect the
present contract of the Government? Ido not know
that it would affect the present contract of the Govern-
ment at all.

« 1 ask you, to what extent is the agreement between
the Government and your firm for the carriage of rails
subject to the arrangement that you have spoken of# I
do not know that large contracts of that kind would be
subject to any arrangement at all. It may go quite out-
side.

“Or, may be within it? O, may be within it.

“Po you not know? Ido notknow, from my own
knowledge.

“Have yon not been informed by your partner? If
you ask me in what way I have been informed—

1 ask, have you been informed by your partner? As
to what—

‘“Whether the contract with the Gevernment for
freight of rails comes within that arrangement or not?
My partner has not informed me whether that comes
specially within the arrangement or not.

“Why do you add the word ‘special’ to my ques-
tion? I think it gives it more force.

¢ flas your partner informed you whether the contract
with the Government is subject to any arrangement—
the one you have described or any other—with the
brokers? I do not feel inclined to enter into any gues-
tion concerning anything of that kind.

“Do you decline to answer the question® Yes.”

It thus appeared that, although Mr. Hamilton
was willing to, and did tell the committee, what
the broker told him, Mr. McEacharn declined
to tell the committee what he knew about it.
At question 1318 he was asked—

“T ask youto give the Committee such mformation
as you had from your partner on the subject? I have
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answered that question.
make the inguiry.

‘“Have you received any further information from
your pariners on the subject than you have given to the
Committee? 'IheinformationthatI havereceived from
my partners would bear out the answer that I have
given.

* * * * * * *

“ Can you tell me how the ships supplied by different
brokers are to be divided, or allotted, under the contract
with the Government? That is entering into private
engagements which I am not at liberty to refer to.

‘“Are you aware how they are to be divided or

allotted ? I am aware of the general working of this
agreement. and the fact that it is for the benefit of all
concerned.”
In the face of all that, he (Mr. Griffith) did not
see how the committee could come to the con-
clusion that there was not some special arrange-
ment made by whiech 10s. a-ton more was to
be paid than had previously been paid. It
was a contract made after a very short notice
indeed, the terms of the contract being altered
three days before the last day for tendering.
He should say, for his part, that a contract
made under those circumstances ecould not
possibly be a fair contract. There was another
paragraph in the same clause of the report—
clause 16—which was deserving of notice. It
would be remembered that no sooner was the
stipulation made that the only kind of ships in
which rails were to be sent out should be full-
cargo ships—the consequence of which was that
the freight was raised to 38s. 6d., the average
freight at the time being much less—than the
objection to berth ships was waived in favour of
MecIlwraith, McEacharn, and Co., and seven
berth ships were allowed to take rails, Mur.
McEacharn said, in answer to question 1333—

“T was advised that a certain guantity of rails was to
go. This is an extract from my partner’s letter, dated
London, 21st May :—

¢ ‘The ‘ Warwick’ is to take 100 tons; the ¢ Golden Rus-
sett.” 90 tons ; the ¢ Garnock,” 207 tons; the ° Dumbar-
tonshire,’ 552 tons; the ‘ Shenir,” 302 tons; the ¢ Corinth,’
100 tous ; the ¢ Aberlemno,’ 256 tons ;’

And then he continues—

‘1‘ ¢ Any future rails will be sent by full-cargo ships

only.”*

It appeared that that permission was given, but
it was not shown by whom it was given. It was
said that it was given by Mr. Hamilton, but he
(Mr. Griffith) thought that was very unlikely to
be the case. Yet the committee, in their report,
said—

“As Mr. Hamilton ought at that time to have charged

himself with the conduct of the shipping arrangements
he c@nnot be relicved of the responsibility of the con-
cession.”’
No doubt, in one sense, Mr. Hamilton ought
to have charged himself with the shipping
arrangements ; but it so happened that, be-
cause he would not charge himself with this
particular arrangement, he was not now em-
ployed in the London office. It might just
as well be said that the Premier, who was in
London at the time, should be held responsible
for it, or the Agent-General. Mr. Hamilton
was there, but he was not allowed tv decide
these things, and all he could do was what he
did—namely, to protest against the way in
which the Government of this colony was being
treated. To say that Mr. Hamilton could not
be relieved of the responsibility of the concession
was a sort of grim irony. Let hon. members see
what the evidence on the subject was. It was
said by the committee, in their report, that—

“Mr. Macalister has furnished an explanation by tele-
gram, which has been corroborated by letter received
by the Premier from Mr. Andrew Mcllwraith, that the
condition referred to was waived by Mr. Hamilton.””

But let hon. members look to the evidence. At
question 2545, Mr. Hamilton was asked—

‘“In question 1065 it is suggested that you gave per-
mission for some of the 15,000 tons of rails ordered this

1 do not think you should
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vear to go hy berth ships, and that that permission was
givenin consequence of brokers in London wishing for
part of the rails to come through to London. Did you
ever have any interview with any broker on the subject
while you were in the office? Not one—except Mr.
Bethell, of Taylor, Bethell, and Roberts, and MecIlwraith
and MeRacharn ; not a London broker ever came to the
office even to make an inguiry before it was iet.

‘“And did any come afterwards? Never ;—not onany
occasion ;—except Mr. Bethell.

“What did he come about? I have given, in my pre-
vious evidence, the gist of his conversation.

“Had it anything to do with sending the rails in
berth ships? Oh, no! not at all; never made a remark
about it.

“ Did you ever give permission for any of those rails
to go in berth ships? Never.

‘“FWere you ever asked to? Never.

‘“Were you ever consulted about it hy anyone? T
was asked, in this way of conversation with Law, that
has not been given here :—Mr. Law came to me from
Glasgow, when he lost the contract. IHe eame to the
office, and said that he had seen Mellwraith, McEacharn,
and Co., and had intimated that he was going to report
the circumstanees to the Government, unless he was to
get rails to load the berth ships that he was sending to
Brisbane.

* Report what circumstance?® Report the circum-
stance of the letting of the freight at a higher rate
than he had tendered for. He said, ‘ They will not do
anything without they have authority from the Agent-
General; and Mecllwraith suggested that I should go
over and see you,’—that is myself;—and,’ he said,
‘Ide not want to influence yow in any way, or to
interfere with your action; but, as they requested that
to be done, in the first instanece, I thought I should do
s0.” Isaid to Law, ‘I have had nothing to do with it,
all the transaction you know well enough yourself ;—I
have had nothing to do with it ;—I will not interfere
with it in any way.’ Ie said, ‘I think you had much
better not to.’

* Is that the only communication you ever had with
anyone? I had a conversation with Mr. MclIlwraith ;
but it is reported in the evidence. Ile said to me that
Mr. Macalister had promised to let them go. T asked
him if e had that promise in writing. With those
exceptions no other communication was made to me
about it.”

It seemed to him that if Mr. Macalister gave
permission verbally, it was too _bad to say that
Mr, Hamilton was responsible. There was
another point in the report to which he would
direct attention—namely, on paragraph 21—

“ Mr, Hamilton’s evidence implies that the Premier
visited the Barrow Heematite Company’s Works after the
inguiry into the working of the London office had begun,
and his attention had been called to the two invoices for
the same rails, either for the purpese of inguiry or to
prevent any inquiry disclosing facts damaging to him-
self or his friends. The Premier, in his evidence, con-
tradicts all this, except the fact that he visited the Moss
Bay and Barrow Iematite Company’s Works, pursuant
to a suggestion made hy the Agent-General on the Z3rd
December previous. He gives as the cause of his visit
a wish to see some of the works where rails were manu-
factured, and fixes the date as the 17th March, fourteen
days before he had seen Mr. Ilamilton’s letter of the 31st
March. He denies ever having mentioned the matter
Afr. Hamilton went to inquire about ; and states that at
the time of his visit he was ignorant of it, and that at
no other time has he visited Barrow-in-Furness. It
appears that, with the view to determine this question,
Mr. Macalister was, on the 20th October, instructed by
telegrain Lo ascertain from the managing director the
date of the Premier’s visit to the Barrow Works. To
which inquiry Mr. Smith replies, that ¢ Premier visited
these works once only, on March 24th, with Ashwell,
engineer.’ ”’

Mr, Hamilton only stated what Mr. Smith told
him, Tf Mr, Smith had not said so, then Mr.
Hamilton’s evidence was incorrect ; but the
implication suggested in the report was not made
by him. When Mr. Ashwell went to the Barrow
Works on March 24th, these invoices had been
in the office more than a week, and might have
been seen by Mr. Ashwell; but all he (Mr.
Grifith) could say was this—that it did not
strike him until he read the report that Mr.
Hamilton had made any implication or any
statement, except that Mr, Smith had told him
so-and-so. He would now refer to clause 23 of

the report, which contained most  damaging
statements respecting Mr, Hamilton. It said—

“*The inquiry held by the Premier into the working of
the London office proves conclusively that it was in a
state of great disorganisation, and that the Agent-
General (Mr. Macalister) and his Secretary (Mr. Hamil-
ton) were not working well together. Mr. Hamilton’s
own evidence proves that he had for a long time
neglected to keep himself acquainted with the work of
the office, while his reasons for doing so cannot be held
as a sufficient excuse ; and he was particularly culpable
in not reporting to the Colonial Secretary his reasons
for believing that the interests of the Government were
neglected by the Agent-General. Part of the evidence
given by Mr. Hamilton is hardly credible, supposing the
Agent-General to be sane, while in the evidence before
your Committee he departs in two very important par-
tienlars from what he gave at the ingquiry into the
London office. It should also be noted that the whole
of the serious charges made or implied against the
Agent-General and the Premier rests upon the unsup-
ported evidence of this witness, who contradicts himself
and is contradicted by others, and whose conduct in the
London office was such that your Committee believe
the Agent-General neglected his duty in not suspending
his secretary a year before his dismissal and reporting
him to the Colonial Secretary.”

Upon that he would observe, first, that he could
not, in reading the evidence, discover the two
important particulars in which Mr. Hamilton,
when giving evidence before the committee,
departed from the evidence which he gave in
London, and he had referred to the different
portions of evidence indicated by the marginal
notes of the report. That Mr. Hamilton did not
materially contradict himself in some evidence
respecting his connection with Smellie and Com-
pany, he (Mr. Griffith) would prove by read-
ing the evidence-—in fact, instead of contradicting
himself it was others that were contradicted :
at the same time, his evidence at home and here
might not agree on every point, nor would any
other person’s under the same circumstances.
Mr. Hamilton was asked at question 641—

“Isee you were asked at the London Inguiry by Mr.
MeIlwraith -—

‘¢ Since you occupied your present position in the ser-
vice of the Quecnsland Government, Mr. Hamilton, have
you been in the employment of any other individuals or
firms?’

“ And the answer is—

« ¢ Mr. Hamilton : No.

¢ Mr. Mcllwraith : Have you ever done work, and re-
ceived remuneration for work done for any other indivi-
dnals or firms¥®

< Mr. Hamilton : Thave done nowork which interfered
with my duties as secretary in this office ; none what-
ever.

<+ Mr. Mellwraith : Have you bought goods on com-
mission, and consigned them to the colonies on com-
mission

‘¢ Mr. Hamilton: No.’

“Do you still give the same answer now? Yes; I
will just explain in reference to that: when I first
went to London, Mr. Smellie — I drove down from
Ipswich with Mr. Smellie; it was then spoken of that
vessels would go from the Clyde ; and I told him that
ship-brokers had complained that they could not send
vessels from the Clyde, because no cargo was coming ;
and he mentioned that he would ship from the Clyde,
provided he knew that vessels were coming;—after I
went to London, I was writing to him, on other matters,
private matters, just as a friend ;—I mentioned to him
that the great difficulty was in getting heavy weight,
Hec wrote to me in reply stating that if there was any
diizulty about it he would be very glad if I would
send out either pipes or pig-iron, which were heavy
things, involving little money; but that ke could not
let an order be standing so as for shippers to send as
they pleased. I sent out a few lots of it in that way. I
wrote to him—I wanted no commission—about it. 3Mr.
Smellie remitted to me; for he would not have anybody
do husiness for him, he said, and remitted his commis-
sion. With that exception, no commission of any kind
was ever received by me.

“ By Mr. Griffith : IIow long ago is that?® About six
years; several times—three or four times.

“« But how long ago was the last? I could not state
Jjust now ;—I think, about twelve months ago.””

That was the extreme of the contradiction of
which so much was sought to be made, What
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wag wished was that hon. members should be
led to believe that Mr. Hamilton was in the
habit, whilst in the employment of the Govern-
ment in London, of doing business for private
firms in Brisbane. But the result was that
during six years he sent out a few lots of pig-iron
for Smellie and Company as dead-weight for
immigrant vessels coming out here, in order to
prevent those vessels being detained, In conse-
quence of that it was now said that Mr. Hamilton
had contradicted himself in his evidence on very
important matters. But, supposing his evidence
had varied in this one particular, it was not what
would be called contradiction in other places:
if they wanted to prove a contradiction they
must first tell a man what he was being examined
upon. He ventured to say that there was not
a member of that House who was not liable to
contradict himself. A man was asked a general
question suddenly and he gave an answer which,
on after consideration, he found was not exactly
correct, and on being asked again, and his atten-
tion called to the particular instance referred to,
he would give a correct answer.

The PREMIER : There is a question in page
12 of the London inquiry. Refer to that, and
see if there is not a contradiction.

Mr. GRIFFITH said he had quoted the ques-
tions selected by the Minister for Works when
examining Mr. Hamilton, as he thought that
hon, gentleman would be sure to take the
strongest points against the witness. ~ On refer-
ring to the London inquiry, he found that Mr.
Hamilton was asked by Mr. McIlwraith—

« By Mr. McIlwraith : Have you ever done work, and
received remuneration, for work done, for any other indi-
viduals or firms? I have done no work which inter-
fered with my duties as Secretary in this office; none
‘whatever.

«Have you bought goods on commission, and con-
signed them to the colonies on commission? No.

« Have you supplied goods for which you have been
paid commission by merchants in Queensland, or any
other colony? I do not think it necessary to answer
any further. If you want to condemn——

s« Mr. McIlwraith repeated the question. No.

“Have you acted as agent for any merchant in
Queensland? I have done nothing at all of an un-
business character. I have acted 4n a private capacity
in matters of private friendship, the same as anyone
would do having friends abroad, but in no other
capacity.

«You have not acted as a business agent?
individual whatever, not one.”

All he (Mr. Griffith) could say was this, that
that was not, in his opinion, acting as a business
agent ; yet that was the only thing the Govern-
ment could fasten on him. Mr. Smellie, on
being examined, was asked question 240i—

 When did he commence to do business for you?
Just immediately before he left Queensland to take the
secretaryship in London. He and I drove down from
Tpswich together; and I was impressing upon him the
desirability of establishing a line of ships from the Clyde
direct to Brisbane, at regular intervals. He stated, at
the time, that the Government also desired that ; buthe
thought there would be great difficulty in inducing ships
to go round to the Clyde to load, for some considerable
time, in consequence of so liftle freight coming to_this
quarter from Glasgow. I stated to him that I would do
my best to enable him to indnee aship to go round from
London to the Clyde, if possible ; and I gave him power
10 put on board any vessel that was coming 100 to 200
tons of dead-weight—pig-iron and pipes, or-any other
heavy cargo we required. And, I also stated, at the
time, that it was just as well to pay him a commission
to do that part of our work as o pay our own agent in
London., Mr. Hamilton then stated that he wanted no
commission; all that he wanted was the power to
enable him 1o put dead-weight on board ships in the
Clyde, as an inducement to the ship-owners to send a
ship round from London to the Clyde. Ifthosewerethe
terms, I told him, I would not have him do anything
for me for friendship only;—I would ask no one to do
my businesg without payment.

To no

¢ Tlow long did he continne to do that for you? He
has continued ever since.

*“Had there been no Clyde ships coming here before
that? The intervals were too great; they were not
definite ;—there might be a ship once in three months,
or once in six months. -

¢ Did you employ him in any way to look out for rails
for you, last year ? No; there was no one knew that
we were in the rail market but ourselves and our own
agent.

* * * * * * * * * *

‘“ What was the nature of the business Mr, Hamilton
did for you? That was the nature, as I have explained.

“ Well, what did he do?—did he buy for you? Ido
not know whether he bought ornot. Isuppose, whenhe
required 100 tons of dead-weight for a ship, he would
send an order for 100 tons to a broker, and that broker
would put it on board.

“Did I understand you, that he had a general anthority
from you %o supply iron as dead-weight? He had a
§tanding order from us to send 100 or 200 tons of pig-
iron, or pipes, as dead weight, if it was required.

By any ship? By any ship.

“ That is, from Glasgow ? Yes; from Glasgow.

“Were youin the habit of sending him specific orders ?
‘Yes, occasionally, we were.

*“What for? The same goods.

“Then what remuneration did he get ? He was paid 23
per cent. commission.

“What wonld that come to on 200 tons ? Oh! that
would not come to much. I do not think the commis-
sion would come to £200 altogether, for six years.”

If the Premier knew of the instance referred to
by Mr. Smellie, it was his duty to have pointed
it out. However, this was the only instance in
which it was said that Mr. Hamilton’s evidence
was unreliable a nd contradictory, but he (Mr.
Griffith) failed to see that even in this instance
Mr. Hamilton had contradicted himself. Surely
it did not follow that because a man was dis-
missed from the Government service he was
unworthy of credit, In Victoria many good men
had been dismissed from the Government service
for no cause whatever, and here Mr. Hamilton
was dismissed because he complained of the
Government being defrauded. He did not wish
to whitewash Mr. Hamilton.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: You can-
not.

Mr. GRIFFITH said that there was another
point—namely, that in the report it was stated
that Mr. Hamilton was contradicted by others.
So he was. He was contradicted by Mr.
Thomassen ; but he did not think that was worth
much.

The PREMIER : Look at the telegram from
Mr. Macalister.

Mr. GRIFFITH said that he did not place
the slightest reliance upon that, as Mr. Macalister,
no doubt, got the information from someone
else in the office, perhaps Mr. A. McIlwraith ; in
fact, it was no more reliable than the telegram re-
ceived from Mr. Macalister about Mr. Hemmant.
He complained that the committee formed an
opinion on_points which were not settled de-
finitely, and as to which there was great room for
doubt. They stated that the whole of the charges
made or implied against the Agent-General and
the Premier rested upon the unsupported evidence
of Mr. Hamilton, who contradicted himself and
was contradicted Dby others; and whose con-
duct was such that the Agent-General neg-
lected his duty in not suspending that officer
a year before his dismissal. In addition
to the contradictions to which he had referred,
Mr. Hamilton was also confradicted by Mr.
Thomassen in respect to a conversation he
had. He said that he met Mr. Hamilton in
London, in the presence of some gentleman
whose name he afterwards ascertained was Gott.
He (Mr. Griffith) would call the attention of the
House to Mr. Thomassen’s statements in refer-
ence to Mr. Gott, if there was such a person. He
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could do this by simply referring to the minutes

of the proceedings of the committee, page 31 :—

“Message for the Honourable the Minister for Workss
‘¢ Brishane.

“ Passenger list steamer ‘Orient’ shows just arrived
Adelaide Mister Gott witness who overheard conversa-
tion between Hamilton and me. Is inguiry closed or is
it any good lis proceeding Brisbane. Answer.

“I. S. THOMASSEN,
‘* Ibbotson, Bros,
“ British Machinery Court.”
The minutes on the following day showed that
the clerk of the committee sent a telegram to
Mr. Thomassen, which was printed in the
minutes as dated ‘“December,” but of course
that was a mistake for October; and it was as
follows :—
“ Parliainent ITouse, Brisbane, 20 December, 1880,

«“ addressed to E. 8. Thomassen, Esq.

“Committee wish to examine Mr. Gott.
hy first opportunity.

Send him on

“LAURENCE J. BYRNE,”

On the 21st October Mr. Thomassen sent this
telegram to Mr. Byrne :(—

* Melbourne, 21-10-80,
¢ Byrne, Parliament House.

“ Gentleman proceeded Queensland. Will wire some
banker introduce him yowr Committee. Fend first letter
about indecorous observations Honourable Perkins All
others received. )

“ I, 8. THOMASSEN,
72, Nicholson-street.”

Mr, Thomassen here said that Mr. Gott had pro-
ceeded to Queensland, and on the 27th October
he sent a telegram as follows :—

¢ Message for L. §. Byrne, charge Select Committee
Hemmant’s Petition, Parliament I{ouse.

“ Witness corroborating my conversation with Hamil-
ton will probahly not arrive in Brisbane until December.
Is a Norwegian gentleman ; indepeudent fortune : cannot
be coerced. Hearing unparliamentary conduet of Hon-
ourables Perkins and Griffith—latter proposing compel
me undergo examination when my sickness certified to
by two respectable Doctors of Medicine—former saying
conld huy any Doctor for a guinea~possibly will refuse
seeing such members. But I shall have declaration
talien on oath, not for Committee’s but for satisfaction
of friends and public. Will write Honourable Minister
for Works. Communicate him this. Farewell.

“ B. 8. THOMASSEN,

¢ Melbourne Club.”
Did ‘anybody in his senses, after reading these
four telegrams, believe that any such person as
Mr. Gott existed? He for one did not believe
it, and had no hesitation in saying that he
believed him to be a myth. There was no such
person. Like Mrs. Harris, ‘‘there never was no
sich person.” e now came to the next person
who contradicted Mr. Hamilton and that was
Mr. McEacharn, and he contradicted him sub-
stantially in only one particular. The evidence
on that subject was to be found on page 65, ques-
tion 1266—

« By Mr. Griffith: You stated that Mr. Hamilton had
some transactions in cement and glass and other goods.
What sort of transactions were they? Three or four
transactions in which the goods were purchased for
joint account and shipped for joint account; the profit
or 1oss to be divided between himself and myself. Those
were transactions that were quite apart from the firm,
asthe firm did not ship on their own account; exeept
on one or two oceasions. As a rule we did not.

«Those were private transactions between yourself,
as distinguished from your firm, and Mr. Hamilton?
Yes. Ithink I could mention the goods. There was
one shipment of saddlery that amounted, I think, to
abont £50. There was an invoice of glass, which I
might ascertain from Mr. Muir—we consigned the glass
to Muir, Warde, and Co.,~the value of which I do not
remember. The cement, I think, came to Brishane. 1
do not recollect the others; but there was not more
than four or five such transactions.”

Mr. Hamilton denied this. Mr. Muir was ex-
amined on the subject, as appeared on page 139,
question 2438 :—

By the Chairman: What is your occupation, Mr.
Muir? Commisson agent.
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“ By Mr. Griffith : Were you a member of the firm of
Muir, Warde, and Co.? Yes.

““Did you ever receive a consignment of glass from
Mr. McEacharn and Mr. Hamilton—not from that firm,
but from those gentlemen? No; never from him,

¢ Mr. McEacharn nor Mx. Hamilton? No; never.

““Didyou ever get a consignment of any goods froi
them? We had several consignments from Messrs.
Mellwraith, McEacharn, and Co.

“Task you, had you ever a consignment from Mr.
McEacharn and Mr. Hamilton? * No; never.

“Did you have any at all? No.

I am not speaking, of course, of a firm, McEacharn
and Hamilton. But did you ever have any transactions
with those two genilemen on joint account? No.

¢ Or act as agent for them on joint account? No.

“ Did you ever receive a consignment of glass from
any of those persons? I donot thinkso. I do not re-
member receiving a consignment of glass.

““ Did you ever receive a consignment of anything?
Yes. I vemember receiving one consignment of cement,
150 casks; a consignment of tartans—-tartan eloths; a
consignment of what they eall printing processes—
—something similar to the papyrograph. We had several
consignments ; but I do net remember receiving them
all.
“From whom did you receive those consignments ?
From the firm of McIlwraith, McEacharn, and Co.

“Did you make arrangements about receiving those
consignments with any members of that firm? There
were some arrangements made with Mr. Andrew Mc-
Ilwraith, when he was in the colony.”

It was true that Mr. Hamilton was contradicted
by Mr. McEacharn, but his evidence was
supported and Mr. McHEacharn’s contradicted.
This was the only contradiction, exceptthat of
the Premier, who did not believe what Mr.
Hamilton said : but that did not go for much.
Upon the evidence he (Mr. Griffith) had no
hesitation in saying that the conclusion hecame to
—speaking in his place in the House, and speaking
as a member of the committee—was that he did
not think there was anything that had appeared
in the course of the proceedings of the com-
mittee to throw diseredit upon Mr. Hamilton’s
word. This was as far as anyone could go at
the present time. - Nothing had appeared in the
proceedings before the committee to throw
doubt upon the word of the witness. He might
be wrong, but there was nothing to show
that he was unworthy of credit. The same
paragraph to which he was referring said—

1t should also be noted that the whole of the serious
charges made or implied against the Agent-General and

the Premier rests upon the unsupported evidence of this
witness.”

He (Mr. Griffith) maintained that there was not
one single charge made that rested upon the un-
supported evidence of Mr. Hamilton.. The
charges were of quite a different character, and
the committee adopting that paragraph of the
report could not really have apprehended what
the chargeswere—made, implied, or involved—
in the facts that came out in evidence. 'What-
ever charges or doubts or serious clouds there
were hanging over the London office, and per-
haps over the Premier, they were certainly not
resting upon Mr. Hamilton’s evidence alone, but
upon evidence that was undisputed, uncon-
tradicted, incontrovertible, and which must
be cleared up. The first complaint was
that this Government, during the Premier’s
presence in England, purchased 15,000 tons of
rails at a very high price—at a much higher
price than they would have paid if they had
waited a little longer; that the quantity pur-
chased was larger than was necessary to pur-
chase at the time; that the persons who sold
these rails to the Government were persons with
whom the London office never dealt for rails—
persons of such a character—he did not mean
disreputable character—but a firm of such a
character that it was not desirable that the Lon-
don office should deal with them, because they
were not principals, and because the practice of
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the office—and a proper and necessary practice
it was—was only to deal with principals for rails,
for the obvious reason that they could afford
to supply them cheaper than speculators ; that
this being the usual practice of the office, by
some means or other the Government were led
to buy alarger quantity of rails than was neces-
sary, not from makers, but from speculators, by
means of which the colony paid an unnecessarily
high price to the enormous advantage of the
speculators, who were persons connected by the
closest ties with members of the Government
and with persons in the employ of the London
office ; that allthis took place while the Premier
was there. Briefly, this was the charge as it
now formulated itself, At the beginning of the
session perhaps they did not know quite so much
as they knew now ; but that which he had stated
was now known, not upon the evidence of Mr.
Hamilton—which might for this purpose be left
out of consideration altogether—but by other
evidence which clearly established the facts
still remaining. The serious charge was that,
by some means or other, the colony had
been induced to spend this money, not for its
advantage, but for the advantage of McIlwraith,
McEacharn, and Company. He went so far as
to say that if the Agent-General, in the absence
of the Premier, had entered into a transaction of
this kind, he would have most seriously com-
promised himself ;—whether he had compro-
mised himself while the Premier was there he
could not say. This, however, was the charge
with respect to the rails, as everybody now un-
derstood it, and it did not depend in the least
degree upon Mr. Hamilton’s evidence. He (Mr.
Griffith) would here point out that in order that
these transactions should be successful, it was ne-
cessary that the speculators—who were not makers
of rails, at a time when the rail market was in
a very excited eondition, when the price of rails
was extraordinarily high~—should tender at aprice
which would be reported by Mr. Ashwell to be
lower than rails were likely to be for several
months. The Premier could not possibly, Wiph
any apparent justification to the eolony, buy rails
without getting a report from the engineer as to
what would be the probable price for some
months to come. If these gentlemen who wanted
to sell the rails had tendered a price higher than
that, the transaction could not have been carried
out. It was therefore absolutely essential that
they—not the makers, but the speculators—
should be in a position to tender below the
engineer’s minimum, ¥e (Mr. Griffith) had
only to say that, so far as he could see at the
present time, any speculator who did not know
anything about Mr. Ashwell’s minimum would
not have given a price far below the market rate.
But they were just under Mr. Ashwell’s mini-
mum. It was no use to say this did not prove
anything : it proved there was some extraordi-
nary concert or connivance going on in the
London office. It was said at the beginning of
the session that he had accused the Premier of
participating in the plunder: what he said was
that the country had been robbed or plundered
of a sum of money from £50,000 to £60,000 un-
necessarily ; and he said that, if the Premier
had -taken proper steps to inquire, in England,
how.it happened, he would have found out, and
he accused the Premier of not finding out. He
(Mr. Griffith) stated then that the only informa-
tion he then had was what he had been told—viz.,
that the money had gone to the connections
of the Premier. It now appeared that the
money, however it was obtained, did go to
gentlemen connected with the Premier by
blood. He (Mr, Griffith) therefore said that
all the statements made then had been proved,
and more. He never suggested that the Pre-
mier got any money, and he did not intend,

while the subject was under inquiry, to state
more definitely his conclusion.. So long as he
was satisfied there would be a full inquiry, ‘he
was content to leave it there until all the evi-
dence that could be procured was forthecoming.
So much for the rails. With respect to the
freight, it was also said that the only charges sug-
gested or implied rested upon the unsupported
evidence of Mr, Hamilton, How could that
be said with truth? Mr. Hamilton had given
evidence of conversations with brokers, and, so
far from that evidence being contradicted,
it was actually confirmed by Mr. McHacharn
and by Mr. Law, who said he was prepared
to give fuller evidence when called upon to
do so. How, then, did that matter stand?
How could everything here depend upon Mr.
Hamilton’s evidence? Here was the fact that
they were paying a price largely in excess of
anything ever paid before, and, as far as the
facts could be got at, it was owing to some
arrangement between McIlwraith, McEacharn,
and Company, and other people. What was
the charge implied against the Premier and
the Agent-General? As against the Agent-
General, the charge, if there was any, was
that he had weakly allowed himself to be man-
aged by the firm of Mcllwraith, McEacharn,
and Company. This did not depend upon the
unsupported evidence of Mr. Hamilton. That
such things were done was plain; but on the
point whether the Agent-General was to blame he
(Mr. Griffith) did not then feel called upon to ex-
press an opinion. The same thing might have hap-
pened if the Premier had not been there ; but the
Premier wasthere. Let the Flouse now hear the
evidence at it stood—the evidence, not of Mr.
Hamilton, but of Mr. McEacharn. Paragraph
38 of the protest made by himself and his hon.
friends stated—

** Messrs, MeIlwraith, McBacharn, and Company are
the' brokers for a line of ships called the Scottish line,
which comprises eight ships, of which they are also the
managing owners. The Premier and the Colonial Seere-
tary are registered as joint-owners with Mr. A. Mellwraith
of shares in six of these ships. The same gentlemen are
registered as joint-owners of shares in four other ships
which are sometimes adverlised as belonging to the
Scott.ish line, but which are said not to belong to that
line in strictness. These shares are held by these gen-
tlemen as trustees for Mr. T, Mellwraith’s family. My,
Ashwell is also the registered owner of shares in at least
two of these ships.””

The evidence to support this he would now refer
to.  On page 33 the House would find the list of
the ships of the Scottish line, beginning at ques-
tion 1219—

“We have in evidence the names of the °Secottish
L}ne.’ This eard, which purports to give ‘The Scottish
Line of Packet Ships to Queensland,” contains the
names, first, of all the vessels beginning with
‘8cottish,” numbering six, and the ¢City of Aberdeen,’
and also the °Sir William Wallace’? Yes.

“Then the ‘Afton,” the °Assel,’ the ‘Doon,’ the
¢ Girvan,’ the * Garnock,’ and the ‘Trvine’? Yes.

“Now, those last six ships do not belong to the
‘Seottish Line’?—they have only been taken in by
charter-party ¢ They have been taken in by charter-
pa}rty, at various times: and one of those ships I do not
think we have ever loaded at all.”’

Low‘er down, in answer to a question, Mr.
McEacharn said—

“ lproduee Lloyd's Register of British and Foreign Ship-
ping. From st July, 1879, to 3Uth Juune, 1480, In the
“ List of Owners of Ships recorded in the Register Book
—ilst July, 1879,” page 50, column 9, is the follow-
ing i—

“HuNTER, DAVID, AYR.

Reg. Tons.
1 Afton . 848
1 Assel 795
1 Doon 817
1 Garnock 677
1 Girvan 694
1 Irvine 655
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“ Page 50, columm 2, this list, also, appears :—

¢ MclLwRATTH, MICEACHARN, AND Co0., 34, LEADENHALL
StrekT, LoNpon, B.C.

Reg. Tons.
2 City of Aberdeen 569
1 Scottish Admiral ... 939
1 Scottish Bard 816
1 Scottish Ilero 869
1 Scottish Knight ... 875
1 Scottish Lassie ... 852
1 Scottish Prince ... 895
1 8ir william Wallace 968 *

f Six of the last-mentioned ships on the card put in
first [Appendic K] donot belong to the ‘ Scottish Line ¥
Only those mentioned whose names begin with ¢ Scot-
tish,’ and the first and the last in the register list.”

That was the list of the Scottish line of ships
belonging to Mcllwraith, McEacharn, and Co.
And at page 118 this evidence was given.
Questions 2177 to 2189 were as follows :—

*“Do you know the ships beginning with the word
‘Seottish’ ¢ Yes.

“They are called MeIlwraith and Co.’s ships, are they
not ¢ Yes.

. *Are not you and Mr. Palmer registered as joint-
owners of eight shares in the “Scottish Bard’® with Mr.
Aundrew Mcllwraith ¢ Yes; I think so.

« This is a list prepared or compiled by some people in
the eity. I do not know what they are. They may be
agents, or solicitors, or brokers. [Document handed to
wilness.] Are not vou and Mr. Palmer and Mr. Andrew
Mecllwraith registered as joint-owners of fourteen shares
in the ‘Scottish Ifero’? Yes; I think so, I do not
know how we are registered; but I know that Mr.
Palmer, Mr. McIlwraith, and myself, as trustees, hold
fourteeu shares in the °Scottish Ilero,” and I suppose
we will be registered as owners.

¢ Are you registered in the same general registry
as joint-owners of fourteen shares in the ‘Scottish
Kunight’ s Yes.”

« Are you not also registered as joint-owners of eight
shares in the ‘Scottish Lassie’ ¥ Yes.

¢ Are you uotregistered as joint-owners of eight shares
in the ‘ Scottish Prince’# Yes.

“ Are you not registered as joint-owners of eight shares
in the ‘Scottish Admiral’¥ Yes.

“ Are you not registered as joint-owners of eight sharss
in the *Afton’? Yes.

‘“ire you 10t registered as joint-owners of six shares
in the ‘Assel’? Yes.

¢ Ave younot registered as joint-owners of eight shares
in the < Garnock’# Yes.

‘¢ Are you not yourself registered as owner of eight
shares in the ‘Doon’? No; those shares are held in
the same way as the others; by Mr. Palmer, Mr.
Mellwraith, and myself.

¢“The shares in all these ships that I have referred to
were formerly held by yourselt, were they mot: and
transferred by you to the three gentlemen you say now
hold them as trustees? Yes; they were all held by
myself—I have no objection to give you the information
—before being transterred to the three trustees, Mr.
Palmer, Mr. Andrew Mcllwraith, and myself.”’

Question 2192 was as follows—
“What is the nature of the trust upon which you
hold them ¥ A trust for my wife and family.”

It also appeared that Mr. Ashwell was the re-
gistered owner of shares in two of the ships—
“Scottish Knight” and “Scottish Lassie.” Now,
what was the charge, if any, with respect to
that matter? The charge against the Premier
was, that Messrs, Mcllwraith, McEacharn and
Company had got a highly advantageous con-
tract by means of a combination in the office
under circumstances which, it was admitted,
required serious and further investigation; and
they were brokers and managing owners of a
line of ships in which the Premier and Colonial
Secretary were interested. Hon. members might
call that a purely mercantile transaction. He
did not. Cesar’s wife should be above suspicion,
and it was not desirable that members of the
(vovernment should be interested in a line of
ships which was connected in a most direct way
with the contractors for the carriage of those
rails. The Premier said he derived noadvantage
from some of those ships in which he was inter-
ested as a trustee for his own family ; but that
was an entirely immaterial distinction.  One of

those ships, the “Scottish Knight,” he noticed,
had had to put back to Plymouth with a cargo of
those very rails. Seeing those things he ealled
it a very serious charge, and to say that it rested
on the unsupported evidence of Mr. Hamilton
was nonsense, Mr, Hamilton gave no evidence
on that subjeet. The only evidence on the ‘sub-
ject was that McIlwraith, McEacharn, and Co.
entered into the contract, and the evidence of
the Premier and Mr. McHEacharn with respect
to the ownership of the vessels, The other
charge contained in the petition was with respect
to the ship *Scottish Hero.” Paragraph 27 of
the committee’s report stated—

‘“It is in evidence that the Premier and the Colonial
Secretary are, as trustees, registered shareholders in the
‘ Scottish Hero’ and other vessels which have been
employed in the conveyance of emigrants under a con-
tract entered into between Messrs, Mellwraith,
McEacharn, and Co., and the Government of Queens-
land, in December, 1878 ; but as the evidence algo shows
that though shareholders in those vessels they have no
interest, direet or indirect, in such contract, and do
not participate either in its profits or losses, your com-
mittee are of opinion thatthe allegation that the Premier
and the Colonial Secretary are Government contractors
has not been sustained.’’

From that statement the minority of the com-
mittee dissented. It had been pointed out by
the Supreme Court of the colony that the fact
that they had no interest direet or indirect was
immaterial. The committee said that as it ap-
peared on the evidence that they had no interest
in the contract, they were not Government con-
tractors. But according to the decision of the
Supreme Court that was quite immaterial. The
question whether the Premier and the Colonial
Secretary were liable to penalties was a different
one, and was a matter with which the House
was not concerned. The facts, from his point
of view, were set out in paragraphs 42 to 44
of the protest, and he would call attention to
them, because it was a matter upon which no
further inquiry could be held. He took for this
purpose everything stated by the Premier to be
strictly correct, and from the facts elicited it
appeared that either the Premier and the Colonial
Secretary were contractors, or else they had al-
lowed Mcllwraith, McEacharn, and Company to
violate their agreement with the Government in
order that they might not be contractors. Para-
graph 42 of the protest was as follows :—

‘“On the 24th of December, 1878, an agreement was
entered into between MeIllwraith, McEacharn, and
Company and the Agent-General for the conveyance of
emigrants to Queensland, one of the conditions of
which was that every ship should sail under the terms
contained in a printed form of charter-party annexed,
and that this printed form shonld be deemed to be a
part of the agreement. This form of charter-party is
expressed to be made ‘between the Agent-General of
the one part and hereinafter referred
to as the party of the second part, for and on behalf of
the owners of the ship ¢ ,» of the other
part’ The Government thus stipulated that they should
in every instance have the advantage of the direct re-
sponsibility of the shipowners. A previous agreement
had been made hetween the same parties in 1875
which’smppea,rs to have been made in precisely similar
terms,

The evidence in support of that statement would
be found in the articles of agreement, the 4th
paragraph of which was as follows :—

“The said emigrant ships shall be considered respec-
tively at the times of their several sailings, and during
the continuance of their respective voyages, to sail in
all respects under the rules, terms, conditions, and in-
structions contained in the printed form of charter-
party hereunto annexed, marked Z, together with the
eight several schedules marked A, B, C, D, B, F, G, and
1I printed thereunder, in the same manner as if a char-
ter-party had been executed in respect of each separate
voyage ; and also under and subject, during each of
such said voyages, to the printed riles and regulations
contained in the instructions to surgeon-superinten-
dents of Queensland ships sailing under the directions
of Her Majesty’s Government of Queensland, a printed
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copy of which is herennto attached, marked X. And it
is bereby agreed and declared that such printed form of
charter-party, and the eight several schedules there-
under written, and such printed copy instructions to
surgeon-superintendents, shall all respectively be, and
be deemed to be, part of and incorporated with these
presents.’’

That charter-party was made between the Agent-
General and the owners of the ships, so that in
every cagse the Government had the advantage of
the direct responsibility of the shipowners. Mur.
McEacharn said the previous agreement was
exactly to the same effect. In paragraph 43 of
the protest they went on to say—

“Under the agreement of 1878, Messrs. Mcllwraith,

MecEacharn, and Company employed the ‘Scottish
Hero,” one of the Scottish line; and in accordance
with the agreement executed a charter-party in the
prescribed form, ¢ for and on behalf of the owners of
the ship,’ The Premier, with the Colonial Secretary,
and My, A. Mcllwraith, were the registered owners of
fourteen shares in this ship, as trustees under the
circumstances already referred to. It appears, there-
fore, that a contract, which was in form between the
Agent-General and the Premier and Colonial Secretary
(amongst others), was duly executed, and that the ship
‘Scottish Hero” could not, without the execution of
such a charter-party, have been employed in conveying
emigrants, except by a violation of the agreement.”
He had already read the evidence on that point,
and he did not see how it could be controverted.
Hon. members might think there was nothing
in that. He again thought there was a great
deal in it, and, as he had said before, Ceesar’s
wife should be above suspicion. He could not
understand the temper of hon. members who
thought those were matters to laugh at. It
seemed to him to be a very serious matter indeed
that members of the Government should be, in
form at any rate, contractors with the Govern-
ment, according to undisputed facts resting on
documentary evidence. The owners of the ship
were interested in having the ship employed,
although it was not necessary that -their re-
muneration should be exactly the same as that
of those who chartered the ship. The con-
tract was made on behalf of the Premier and
the Colonial Secretary, among other people,
with the Queensland Government. That con-
tract was printed, and was part of the pro-
ceedings of the House, and yet, in face of
that, the committee reported that they were
not Government contractors. He felt bound to
enter his protest against any such conclusion.
He did not think it necessary to refer to the other
facts mentioned in the protest, except to say that
he objected to the committee being appointed, but
that it having been appointed the committee
was bound to set out everything that had been
clearly established, and upon matters not clearly
established they might very well have suspended
their judgment, The committee, by the casting
vote of the chairman, had given findings which,
he thought, were not borne out by the evidence.
Upon that the House and the public would judge
in the course of time. Upon other facts that
were established by uncontradicted evidence the
committee’s report was silent, and upon that
they put in a protest setting out, as far as they
knew it, how the thing was done—how it was
arranged in the London office that those rails
should be palmed off upon the Queensland Gov-
ernment. There was another piece of evidence
to which he wished to call attention, and he
mentioned it specifically because it might be
disputed, and that was that by those transactions
the colony lost a lot of money. With respect to
that there could be no two opinions among im-
partial men. He would simply quote from
Appendix LL—

“Steel rails remain dull as regards the open market,
although several of the larger mulis ave still fairly em-
ployed. Most of their production isnow on optional
orders placed within the year by home railway com-

panies. The export demand is relatively Iight, ‘but
there is stated to be a disposition to do business for for-
ward deliveries, the eurrent low prices, £5 15s. to £6
f. 0. b., being an inducement to buyers to close,—7The
Ironmonger, 26th June, 1880,

‘¢ Steel rails rose in price to £9 15s. inTebruary, this
being due for the most part to the inflation in the value
of steel-making ore and heematite piz, but partly also to
competition of buyers for early delivery. Indeed, prices
as high as £11 per ton were quoted, but except for small
quantities and special sections no real business was
transacted at these rates. Atthe beginning of July the
price for large quantities of heavy steel rails had fallen
to £5 10s. per ton, but numerous large orders have since
been given ount, and prices are now higher and firmer.
The demand for steel tram rails also increases ; sections
are heavier than formerly ; andthough individual orders
for these are generally smaller than for the permnanens-
way of railways, the aggregate sales are large enough
to influence considerably the market price of all kinds
of rails.—Iron Trade Circular (Ryland’s), 24th July
1880.

“The best proof that can be given as to the general

faith that things are about as low as they can be will be
found in the eagerness of railway companies to place
orders for steel rails at current rates. I informed you
last week that the Great Northern Company had given
out contracts for 20,000 tous, the price being £5 1Us, at
the works.—The Engineer, 25th July, 1880.”
There were three respectable independent
periodicals giving the state of the iron market
in June and July. If the Government had only
taken advantage of the market as other people
did, they would have bought rails for £6 or £7
a-ton, instead of £10 a-ton. The transaction
was hurried on by Mr. Ashwell’s statements and
letters, On the 19th December the Haslam
Company wrote—

‘Shouid you at any time be in the market for rails
of any section, we shall be very glad to quote you or
any of your friends. The working arrangements we
have are such that we can execute orders on a very

large scale at reasouable prices, The guality is first-
rate.”’

From that, innocent people would suppose that
they were rail-makers, and that their arrange-
ments were for the manufacture of rails. The
result of that letter was that they were allowed
to tender, although Mr. Ashwell, writing to the
Agent-General on the 3rd April, said that the
tenderers nominated were—

“Tirms who are or have been on the Government
books for some years, and are known to be firms whose
work can be fully relied on ; and, beyond a list usually
submitted for your approval, no action is taken hy me,
the power of adding to or reducing the number of
tenderers being exercised by you. In this case tlhe
usual list was submitted, and the position and standing
of the various firms were fully discussed, and . the
position of the rail and steel market fully discussed,
and the absolute necessity of asking only such firms
who were in 2 position to supply and who were in
possession of their own ore for Bessemer making was
fully deliberated upon.””

But the Haslam Company were never on the list
forsupplying rails, and had never tendered for any
contract over £1,000, and they were not rail
makers. Mr., Ashwell’s letter was intended to
completely cover up the whole transaction, in-
stead of which it had disclosed it. Mr. Ashwell,
who had shortly before been a shareholder in the
company, knew that they were not rail-makers,
and could not have made the statement without
knowing all about the transaction. The whole
thing was done clearly by the connivance of Mr.
Ashwell. The inference he drew from the
evidence as it stood was that they knew, before
sending in their tender for £9 18s. 6d., that Mr.
Ashwell was going to report £10 a-ton as the
minimum for the next six months. Thatshowed
that the colony was got at in the Agent-General’s
office by the connivance of Mr. Ashwell and
other persons. Taking that in connection with
another letter where the tenderers intimate their
willingness to reduce the price if necessary, there
could be no doubt that they intended to get the
contract at all risks, Three days afterwards the
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Premier told the Agent-General that he did not
like the price he would have to give for rails.
The Premier’srecollection at first was that he took
several days to consider the matter before accept-
ing the tender, that he directed Mr. Ash_well to
make inquiries, and that the fullest investigation
was made. However, the last tender, that of
the Steel Company of Scotland, was made on
the 23rd January, and on the 24th the Haslam
Company’s tender was accepted ; so that instead
of there having been three or four days for inquiry
there could not have been a day at the outside.
Tt was attempted to be made out that the Has-
1am Company was a highly respectable firm, and
Mr. Ashwell had represented them to be large
rail makers, and condemned Messrs Ibbotson
as persons who ought not to be allowed to supply
the colony with rails, Paragraph 14 of the pro-
test stated :—

¢ In the printed report of the London Inquiry (p. 17)
My, A, S. Haslam, the managing partner of the Com-
pany is reported to have said, ¢ We have also contracted
for the Great Indian Peninsular Railway; there were
steel rails in that contract. We liave also contracted
with the War Office for the supply of the Arsenal and
for Woolwich Dockyard.” On reference, however, to
the shorthand writer's manuscript of Mr. Haslam’s
examination, it appears that he stated that his firm had
¢ tendered,’ not ° contracted.” in hoth these instances,
and that the word ¢ tendered,” had been altered in pen-
eil in the manuscript to ‘contracted.” By whom the
alteration was made does not appear.’”

If the company had supplied rails to the Indian
Government they would be persons who might
be dealt with without the suspicion that they
were merely dealing with speculators. Tt was
an extraordinary thing how the terms of the
evidence had been altered. He would also quote
question 2728 in connection with this point :—

«T observe that the gquestion by you on the same
page of the report of the London Inguiry, is printed
thus :—

« ¢« My, MeIlwraith: Did you buy those rails at £6 and
sell them at £109°

< In the manuscript it is as follows ;—

< My, MeIlwraith : 1t is possible you may buy these
rails at £6, and sell them at £109°

“Do you know how that alteration was made?
No.”

The . change suggested an entirely different
meaning, But those were only minor matters
after all. Having pointed out the parts of the
committee’s report from which he dissented, he
would now briefly refer to Mr. Hemmant’s
petition to see whether the allegations contained
in it had been proved or disproved—

“That yoir petitioner has learnt that tenders were
invited in January last by the Government of Queens-
1and for the supply of 15,000 tons of steel rails, and for
their conveyance from Barrow, Whitehaven, Maryport,
or Workington. to various ports in the ecolony of
Queensland.”

There was no doubt about that.

“That your petitioner believes it to be the duty of the
Engineer to the Government of Queenslandin London
(2t the time referred to, Mr. W. H. Ashwell) to invite
tenders for rails, advise as to their acceptance, and in-
spect the rails made before shipment.”

That appeared also to be true.

«That your petitioner is informed that no invitation
to tender was addressed to the Barrow Heematite Iron
Co., or to the Moss Bay Co., or to many other makers of
rails of equally high standing.”

That was also a fact.

“ That your petitioner is informed that the tender of
the Haslam Engineering Co. (Limited) at £9 18s. 6d. per
ton, was accepted, and your petitioner has ascertained
by a recent inspection of the articles of association of
that company at Somerset House, that it then con-
sisted of eight persons, that ils paid-up capital was
£19,200, and that Mr. W. H. Ashwell was one of the
eight shareholders, and one of the original directors—
the company having heen registered in 1876.”

That was proved by the statement of Mr. Hamil-
ton, who produced a copy of the entry made in

the register kept in Somerset House. - The docu-
ment in question would be found in appendix KK
of the report—

“That your petitioner is informed that the Ilaslam
Engineering Company are not rail makers, and your
petitioner believes that the rails in question are being
made for about six pounds per ton by firms who were
not invited to tender, and that there are others inter-
ested in this transaction whose conneection therewith it
would be highly advantageous to the colony to ascer-
tain.”

‘With respect to the paragraph there could be no
doubt that the Haslam Engineering Company
were not rail makers ; and that the rails were
being made for about £6 per ton was proved by
the evidence of Mr. McEacharn and other
witnesses.

* That your petitioner is informed that, at the time
the Loan Bill of 1879 was passed, the price of steel rails
was about £5 per ton, and that in the month of Septem-
ber, 1879, the Government of South Australia concluded
contracts at that price, and your petitioner believes
that a contract on behalf of the Queensland Govern-
ment could have been made at that time upon equally
favourable terms.”

The price at which the South Australian Gov-
ernment bought was the only point in that para-
graph which had not been clearly established.
He presumed the committee had not considered it
worth while to get the necessary evidence.

“ That your petitioner believes that the Government
of Queensland was aware at that time of the state of the
iron market, and thal their neglect to avail themselves
of the low prices then ruling has already cost the
country over seventy thousand pounds.”

There could be no doubt about that, as it ap-
peared in the negotiations entered into with Mr.
Thomassen : whether the mistake was o pardon-
able one was another matter.

“That your petitioner has learnt from one of the ship-
owning firms, who was invited to tender for the convey-
ance of 15,000 tons of rails berore referred to, that ship-
owners were expressly informed that ‘no tender would
be considered except for full ships direct.’ >

That appeared from the invitations to tender
which were in evidence.

‘““That your petitioner is informed that rails can be
carried by ships taking other cargo at considerably less
price than they can be taken by ‘full ships direct,” and
that this condition was therefore an important one.”

That appeared by all the evidence and by the
report.

‘“ That your petitioner is informed that the tender of
Messrs Mecllwraith, McEacharn, and Co., at 38s. 6d.
per ton, was accepted, and that rails have been shipped
by the following vessels under the provisions of their
contract, viz,, the ¢ Dumbartonshire,” * Golden Russet,’
¢ Warwick,” and ‘ Garnock.’’’

There was no dispute about that, and it appeared
that there were three other vessels likewise em-
ployed.

“That your petitioner knows that none of these
vessels are ‘ full ships direct’ as required by the terms
of the letter in which shipowners were required to
tender, and your petitioner is informed that three out
of the four vessels referred to do not belong to the line
conducted by Messrs. Mcllwraith and Co., and your
petitionerbelievesthat freights conld have been arranged
by the Government direct with the shipowners upon
ternis mueh more advantageous to the colony.”’

That that was a statement of facts appeared
from the evidence of Mr. McFacharn. As to
the belief that freights could have been arranged
more advantageously, that was a matter upon
which the House would form their own conclu-
sions. He agreed with Mr. Hemmant. Then
followed the allegations with respect to the
“Scottish Hero” :—

“ That your petitioner has learnt that Messrs. Mecll-
wraith, McBacharn and Co. are also contractors with the
Government of Queensland for the conveyance of
emigrants from this country to certain ports in Queens-
land, and that under the provisions of their contract
the ‘Scottish Hero’ sailed from this country in the
month of Mareh, 1880,
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““That your petitioner is informed that in all contracts
for the conveyance of emigrants the contractor signs
the charter-party for and on behalf of the owner of the
ship.

““ That your petitioner has learnt that at the time the
¢ Bcottish Hero’ sailed under contract with the Queens-
lane Government, Messrs, Arthur Hunter Pamer and
Thomas Mcllwraith, both described as graziers, Queens-
land, were registered as joint owners in certain shaves
in that vessel, aud your petitioner believes that hoth
these persons are members of your Ilonourable Iouse,
and your petitioner respectfully subnits that the in-
terest which they have in this vessel, vot 10 mention
many others belonging to the Seottish line, constituted
such a ‘direct or indirect interest in a contract on
account of the pubhe,” as to disqualify them, under the
Constitution Act, from sitting or voting m your Ilou-
ourable House.”

So far as that was a statement of facts it had
been clearly proved by uncontradicted docu-
mentary evidence.

‘“That your petitioner is informed that Messrs,
Palmer, Thos. MeIlwraith, W, . Ashwell, are reg
as owners or joint owners of shares in several of the
vessels sailing under contract withh the Government of
Queensland.”’

That also was proved. He had read over those
allegations because Mr. Hemmant was in the
early part of the session overwhelmed with a
torrent of aluse for having drawn the attention
of the House to those matters. Everyone of the
allegations of facts had been proved, and what-
ever blame might possibly attach to others
none could possibly attach to Mr. Hemmant,
He (Mr. Griffith) was quite prepared to take any
Dlame that might Le attached to him in the mat-
ter. All the allegations relating to matters of
fact having been proved, it remained to inquire
into those allegations which involved other mat-
ters; and the committee had unanimously
agreed that those allegations ought to be fur-
ther inquired into. He hoped that if hon. mem-
bers had anything further to say they would no
longer abuse Mr. Hemmant, but pour out the
vials of their wrath upon him (Mr. Griffith).
He was quite prepared to bear it all, and he did
not fear that any quantity they might have to
expend would hurt him. With respect to the
further conduct of this matter, hon. members
ought to take up the position of not being yet
in full possession of the truth. He had pointed
out a great deal of evidence to show that many
matters had not yet been clearly established.
Hon. members should therefore bear in mind
that it was possible that the statements which
had been made, and the charges which had
been made or suggested, might be true or
might be untrue. Kach conclusion was possible,
and therefore hon. members were bound to
stand in the position of not knowing whether
the statements were true or untrue. Were
the inquiry to be permanently cut short here
he should feel bound to form his own con-
clusion upon such evidence as was at present
available; but unless compelled to do so he
should not wish toform conclusions upon matters
of so great importance without the fullest in-
formation that could be got. If there was
nothing in the charges it would be easy to dis-
prove them, and the very fullest investigation
could only result in fully clearing the characters
of all persons implicated ; and, on the other hand,
if there was anything in them all the inhabit-
ants of this colony, and a great many out of it,
were interested in discovering the truth. The in-
quiry must be entered upon without any fore-
gone conclusions or any foregone determina-
tion either to establish charges against any
man or not to allow any evidence to be discovered
bearing out charges against any man. It was
necessary that the inquiry should be fair. He
did not think the duty of reporting upon these
matters should be delegated to any commission,
but means should be taken to find out everys
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thing, right or wrong. Those who were innocent
could have nothing to fear, for it was quite
impossible to suppose that any false charges
could be established upon the evidence of such
parties as Ibbotson Brothers, the Moss Bay
Company, and the Barrow Company. 1t
was of the utmost importance that the com-
mission should insist upon ascertaining all the
truth, and that was all he cared about. Until
he was satisfied either that the whole truth had
been ascertained or that the whole truth never
would be ascertained, he should decline to form-—
except in a provisional manner liable to revision
—any conclusion as to any fact with the exception
of those matters which he had pointed out to the
House. Upon the matters he had referred to
there was sufficient evidence to allow of con-
clusions being arrived at. Hon. members did
not care to know who had made money ; they
wanted to know whether, in the making of that
money, any whom they were entitled to look to
to protect and manage the affairs of the colony
were to blame, If those to whom had been en-
trusted the affairs of the colony had acted to the
best of their ability and knowledge, and without
any knowledge of an unfair advantage being
taken of the colony, then the country had
nothing to complain of.

The PREMIER : Why did you not say that
five months ago?

Mr. GRIFFITH said he had never stated
anything to the contrary. But if the persons
to whom had been entrusted the management of
the affairs of the colony had assisted at or con-
nived at the plunder of the colony, or at making
the colony the victim of smart transactions of
speculators—no matter who they might be—
then the business of the House was to find out
all the particulars, and take precautions to pre-
vent such a state of things from occurring again.
That being the state of affairs, he now asked for
a full inquiry. The matter might be a very un-
pleasant one, but he hoped that whatever con-
clusion the Government might come to they
would see that it was to their own interest and
to the interest of the community that the com-
mission to be appointed should be one which
would most searchingly investigate these matters
to the very bottom.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS (Mr. Mac-
rossan) said the House and the hon. gentleman
(Mr. Griftith) himself might be congratulated
upon the altered tone of the speech just delivered,
as compared with that delivered in July of this
year. The hon. gentleman now stated that he
would be satisfied with a full and searching in-
vestigation, and that he would draw no conclu-
sions until the investigation had been concluded
and the House had an opportunity of ascertaining
the truth. Had the hon. gentleman simply
stated that in July and acted up to it, a great
deal of acrimonious debate, ill-feeling, and bad
spirit engendered in this House by the violent
and extravagantly absurd speech which the hon.
gentleman made on the 6th or 8th of July would
have been avoided. However, it was better late
than never, and it was well that the hon. gentle-
man had come to his senses at last, and stated
that he would be satisfied with a searching in-
vestigation such as the Government had always
desired and desired still. There were no persons
connected with the Hemmant petition who had so
much interest in obtaining a full, free, and fair
investigation into the allegations made or implied
in that petition as the members of the Govern-
ment—more especially the head of the Govern-
ment. He was certain that when those charges
were investigated in England, as he hoped they
would be, the hon. gentleman would be exoner-
ated from even the suspicion of being connected
with rings and Sir John Macdonsalds as the hon,
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gentleman (Mr. Griffith) had suggested in July
Iast. He was glad that the hon. gentleman had
been so moderate and temperate in his speech, as
his moderation would compel him (Mr. Macros-
san) to be moderate likewise: seeing that the
hon. gentleman had set so good an example he
could not but follow him, and it gave him more
pleasure to follow the hon. gentleman in that
mood” than in the mood in which he had
addressed the House in July last, and on
various occasions since. ‘The Premier had
stated this evening, immediately after the hon.
member for Blackall moved the adoption of the
report, that he was prepared to send home a
gentleman from this colony to be associated with
one nominated by the Colonial Office and ap-
pointed by the Government for the purpose of
making this inquiry. The suspicion which
existed in the hon. gentleman’s mind at once
broke out, and he immediately suggested that
the Government intended sending home a mem-
ber of the Government. That was the hon.
gentleman’s first suspicion, and he gave expres-
sion to it. He (Mr. Macrossan} did not believe
that any member of the Government had ever
imagined such a thing, He never had, and so
far as he was aware none of his colleagues had.
‘Why the hon. gentleman should have imagined
such a thing he did not know, unless it were
that if placed in the same position the hon. gentle-
man would have acted in that way himself.
The hon. gentleman made a very long speech
indeed ; in some respects it was a rather able
speech, though principally composed of quota-
tions; but still all through one could hardly
help seeing that the hon. gentleman was playing
the part of advocate far more than that of a
judge. He even admitted, in speaking of Mr.
Hamilton’s untruthfulness, that he had left it to
the Minister for Works to point out the worst
parts of the evidence.

Mr. GRIFFITH: No; I did not say the
worst parts.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said the hon.
gentleman should have placed Mr. Hamilton
before the House according to the evidence
given, and not leave part of the task to him (M.
Macrossan). It was a rather invidious task, and
he would rather that the hon. gentleman had
done it himself, Before he sat down he should
be compelled to refer to that subject; and he
believed he should be able to place the matter in
a very different light from that in which it was
placed by the hon. gentleman. He should begin
where the hon. gentleman began when he
traversed the report of the committee; and he
should endeavour to show that the report which
the House was asked to adopt was in the main
correct, and that some of the statements in the
protest were in the main incorrect. There were
a great many minormatters which it was hardly
worth while for the House to deal with
at present. It would be quite sufficient now
for hon. members to confine their attention to
one or two important particulars. The chief
things were the contract entered into for the
supply of 15,000 tons of rails, and the contract
entered into for the conveyance of those rails to
the colony. In referring to those matters he
should not imitate the speech of the hon.
gentleman, whose address reminded one of a
lawyer opening a case before a jury and relying
upon evidence which was to come afterwards.
The same thing was done at the beginning of the
session and during the session—making charges,
and then fishing for evidence to prove them.
The better plan was to rely entirely upon the
evidence and base conclusions upon it. The in-
quiry in England, he might state, would be pre-
pared as the leader of the Government had
stated. At a very early date he would make &
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substantive motion. As the report recommended
that the House should take such action as seemed
to it fit, a substantive motion would be neces-
sary so that the House should decide how the
investigation was to be carried on.

Mr. GRIFFITH : The Premier did not say so.
The PREMIER : T said I should be prepared

to name a gentleman to act on the commission
at a very early date.

Mr. GRIFFITH : But not that you would
submit a motion to the House.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: If the
report is adopted it could not be done in any
other fashion.

Mr. GRIFFITH : T am glad to hear it.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said that the
report said distinetly as seemed fit to the House,
and if the Government acted alone that would
not be the conclusion arrived at by the House.
The hon. gentleman began by traversing para-
graph 4 of the report. Tt was there stated :—

““ As one object of the Premier’s visit to England was

the purchasing of railway material, the Government
would not have heen justified had there been no con-
tract with Ibbotson Brothers in taking steps Lo pur-
chase rails before his arrival in England.”
Presuming that hon. members had read the
evidence, they had no doubt seen that the
Government had determined, in sending the
Premier home at the end of last year, that one
portion of his duties was to be the purchase of
railway materials. This was agreed to a fort-
night or three weeks before the Premier left the
colony, and before any conclusion had been come
to with Mr. Thomassen on behalf of the firm
for the supply of rails. Therefore, the contract
entered into between himself (Mr. Macrossan)
and Mr. Thomassen was not an affair which
could bind the Premier in any way. He
maintained - that from the knowledge the
Government had of the rail market in Eng-
land at the time when the Premier Ileft,
and subsequently, they would not have been
justified in taking out of his hands the work
which had been delegated to him. It was more
than probable that the Premier being on the
spot, and knowing the condition of the iron
market, would be in a better position, when
Messrs. Ibbotson Brothers failed to ratify their
contract, to enter into a contract than anyone
here instructing the Agent-General would be.
In connection with this paragraph the hon.
gentleman (Mr. Griffith) and the two other
gentlemen who were associated with him
in the protest said—

‘“ Whatever explanation may ultimately be given of

this part of the transaection, it is quite elear that but
for the hands of the Government being tied in this
manner, the operations at their expense, which we
have to describe, could not have been effected.”
He (Mr. Macrossan) maintained that whether
the hands of the Government had been tied or
not, whatever took place would have taken place
just the same, and that the Government would
not have interfered, and would not have been
justified in interfering in any way. He should
show before he sat down that there was no
connection between the operations referred to by
the hon. gentleman and the fact of the hands of
the Government being tied or not tied. The
first important paragraph of the report which
the hon. gentleman found fault with was the
8th, in which it was stated definitely that Mr.
Andrew McIlwraith, between the 3rd and the
14th October, contracted for 80,000 tons of rails.
The hon. gentleman seemed to deny that.

Mr. GRIFFITH : I don’t deny it; I say it is
only asserted.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said the evi-
dence stated that 30,000 tonshad been contracted
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for—10,000 tons by the Barrow Company ; 10,000
by the Moss Bay ; and 10,000 by a Continental
Company, at the price of about £6 per ton. On
that point the committee had evidence from
both sides of the ocean. Mr. McEacharn dis-
tinctly stated that 30,000 tons had been bought
at an average of £6 and sold for £9 and some
shillings, and that he was to share the profits,
and they had also the evidence of Mr. Andrew
MecIlwraith, from London, stating that the firm
had secured 30,000 tons to help themn through.
They had letters and telegrams to prove the
statement of Mr. McEacharn, and letters from
Mr, Andrew McIlwraith distinctly stating that
30,000 tons were contracted for by himself to help
them through, as he expressed it; and yet
the hon. member for North Brisbane tra-
versed and denjed the truthfulness of that
paragraph, and stated that there was no positive
evidence to support it. Onme reason he gave was,
that telegrams said to have been mutilated
were not mutilated, and that letters produced
by Mr. McEacharn were produced in a muti-
lated form, certain portions having been excised.
He would ask any hon. member who was a man
of business whether it was fair and reasonable
to ask Mr. McEacharn to produce his business
letters in such a form that they would be inclu-
ded in minutes of evidence? It was altogether
unreasonable. Mr. McHacharn had produced
more than he was entitled to produce, and he
had said more than he was entitled to say. No
committee had a right to force him to parade
the statements and produce the papers he
had ; and he {Mr. Macrossan) believed that,
had the House been appealed to, Mr. McEacharn
would have been protected. Mr. McEacharn
had himself partly volunteered. He had sub-
mitted to gentle pressure; but, before that,
he had said he would be happy to give the
information if the committee thought fit to
compel him to do so. He objected to his affairs
being made public, but he offered to show all
his papers and telegrams to the chairman in
confidence. As that was declined, the next best
thing was to place the information before the
committee in such a form that nothing could be
made out against any individual whose name
might be mentioned in it.

Mr, GRIFFITH : He offered to show them
to'me, but he never did.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The hon.
gentleman did not ask.

Mr. GRIFFITH : I did, and was refused.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said the
hon. gentleman distinetly = stated in com-
mittee that he wanted only what could be
produced before the committee. That Mr.
McEacharn fairly and justly refused to do. He
did the next best thing, and produced the docu-
ments in a form containing sufficient for them to
come to a conclusion on. In treating of that
paragraph the hon. member did not go back to
the beginning of the transaction, as he ought to
have done. 'The hon. member began at the
top of page 42, but he ought to have begun
at page 41. The transactions and the cor-
respondence between Mr. McEacharn and his
prinecipal in London commenced three or four
weeks before the date which was quoted by the
hon. member. On the 1st of September Mr.
MecTacharn sent a cypher telegram to his partner
in London, in which he said—

“New railway to be constructed. Can you make a
firm offer of for delivery, and at what
price f.0b.? The guantity 20,000 to 30,000 tons, steel
rails. Delivery over five years. Assortment as usual,”

That was where the transaction began.
Mr. GRIFFITH : I read that.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said that
Mr., McEacharn received a reply to a telegram
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on the 6th September, and respecting the mes-
sage Mr. Mclacharn said—

“It was not correctly transmitted, and it was re-

peated from Port Darwin on the 8th. This is the trans-
lation of the message :—*Rails—We offer for delivery
within twelve months107s. 64, Fastenings £1115s, Im-
possible to extend delivery.’ *’ .
Upon that Mr. McEacharn based a tender to
him on the 16th September for the supply of
rails. At that time he (Mr. Macrossan) was
negotiating with Mr. Thomassen —in  fact,
negotiations had been going on more or less for
a month or six weeks previously with him. M.
Thomassen had been in this colony and had gone
away without anything definite taking place
between them ; further than that, Mr. Thomassen
said he would be willing to make an offer when
the Loan Bill passed if he could see his way to
do so in such a way as to suit his principals.
The matter remained between Mr. McEacharn
and his principal in the state mentioned until
the 26th September, when Mr. Thomassen in-
formed him that his tender had been accepted.
On the same date Mr. McHacharn telegraphed
to London saying— '

“Ibbotson’s tenderis accepted. Tobe delivered hevre.
‘We have secured freight room for 17,000 tons.”

That telegram was mutilated when it reached
London. The hon. member for North Brisbane
ought to have admitted that.

Mr., GRIFFITH : I read it, mutilations and

all.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said that the
hon. member had denied that the mutilations
were of such a kind as to induce any misunder-
standing of the telegram in London,

Mr. GRIFFITH : Hear, hear.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said the hon.
gentleman’s statement, which by his ‘¢ hear,
hear” he acknowledged he had made, was just
the same as saying that there were no mutilations.
The mutilations were explained by Mr. McEach-
arn, who replied as stated to the questions
put

“Did you receive any intimation in reply to that
telegram ? That was received in London on 25th Sep-
tember—on the same date ; but it was received in this
way, the code words not being correct :—

¢ Tbbotson’s tender is accepted. To be delivered here,
or at We have secured freight room for
17,000°
tons, understood -

¢ ¢ Brisbane, 30s.’

A note is made of the word ° Tasmania : ’—

¢ This reads £26,000; but there must be a mutilation.’
The word ‘ nothing’ is translated :—

“‘The has been burnt to the water’s edge.’

‘ By Mr. Griffith : The word ¢ nothing’ is a code word

for something? That is the word for ‘ship so-and-so
burnt to the water’s edge.’ It should have been
‘northern,’ and the last code word, you will see, was not
sent at all.”’
That telegram must be taken in connection with
the correspondence going on previously between
Mr. MecEacharn and his partner in London.
Neither that telegram nor any other telegram
sent at that time could be taken separately—
they must be taken on the whole, or, if not, of
course there would be a break in the history of
the transaction. Mr. McIacharn was dissatis-
fied with Mr. Thomassen, as he could not make a
definite agreement with him as to freight, and to
make sure, in case that Mr. Thomassen’s tender
would not be accepted by the Government, he
again wired to his partner in London, saying—

< Cannot arrange with Thomassen. Can you make a
firm offer of 43,000 tons, twelve months delivery; and
at what f.0.b. Please keep offer open for fourteen
days.”

That telegram was fair enough. There could not
be the slightest doubt that upon that telegram
Mr. Andrew McIlwraith acted ; that he put him-
self into communication with people who could
supply rails, and he wired, in answer to Mr.
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McEacharn, offering 30,000 tons of rails at 132s.
6d., for delivery over twelve months. - There was
the transaction for the 30,000 tons of rails which
the hon. member for North Brisbane disputed.
There it' was plainly enough, in the telegram
which was produced before the committee, and
which could not have been written with any
ulteriorobject. Itwasa differentthing to ordinary
evidence, as an individual might shape his evi-
dence according to circumstances—there was a
telegram which could not have heen written to
- ‘suit eircumstances, and which bore on the face
of it proof of paragraph 8, which the hon. member
for North Brishane took exception to. On the 4th
Qctober Mr. McHacharn received the following
telegram from London :—
“ At your discretion we reduce offer made in our tele-
gram of the 3rd October, eight shillings.”

That meaunt that the former offer of 132s. 6d.
could be reduced 8s. at the discretion of Mr.
McEacharn. He (Mr. Macrossan) did not know
how the hon. member for North Brisbane could
arrive at the conclusion that there was not suffi-
cient evidence to show that on the 3rd or 4th
October Mr. Andrew Mellwraith entered into
contracts for 30,000 tons of rails-—10,000 from
the Barrow Company; 10,000 from the Moss
Bay Company; and 10,000 from a Continental
Company. After that they had evidence on the
point from Mr. McEacharn which was distinct
enough, and which was corroborated by the cor-
respondence;—he distinetly stated that the
Barrow Company, the Moss Bay Company, and
a Continental Company, the name of which he
did not give the committee, were each to supply
10,000 tons. The transaction was clear enough
to him, and it was so clear to him that he
could not understand how the hon. member
for North Brisbane, or any other member of
the House, could imagine for a single mo-
ment that 30,000 tons of rails were not con-
tracted for and that the paragraph was incor-
rect. There was a long cross-examination of
Mr. McEacharn by the hon. member for North
Brishane, who tried to shake his evidence in
every way as a skilful cross-examiner could, and
perhaps ought to do under the circumstances;
but the hon. gentleman failed in any single par-
ticular to shake the evidence given by Mr.
MeEacharn, who again and again repeated the
assertion that there were 30,000 fons of rails
contracted for to help them out on the under-
standing that Mr. McEacharn, in some manner
or other, éither by himself or jointly with Ibbot-
son, would contract to supply the Government
with 43,000 tons. The whole thing was wound
up in these words of Mr. McEacharn, ¢The
fact is that it is a fortunate blunder”—meaning
that the transaction was the result of a “ fortu-
nate blunder.,” Mr. McHEacharn was asked, ““ A
blunder in what?’ and he veplied, “A blunder
in regard to thetelegrams.” He (Mr. Macrossan)
thought there could be no doubt about that.
He would now deal with paragraph 14, in which
the statement was made—

“Your Committee have taken into consideration
whether, supposing the rails supplied by the Barrow
Hoematite Co. were bought by Mr. Andrew Mcllwraith
as an agent of the Queensland Government, the Gov-
ernment have not a right to claim from MeIlwraith,
McIacharn, and Co. a sum equal to the difference be-
tween the buying and selling prices of the rails. There
is, however, no evidence to show that he acted as
agent, and your Committee cannot see in what way the
Government can have any such claim. At no time had
MecIlwraith, McEacharn, and Co. confracted to supply
the Queensland Government with rails, nor had the
Government contracted to buy from them ; and had the
price of rails remained low or fallen, and Messrs. Ibbot-
son ratified the agreement entered into by their agent,
the Queensland Government would in no way have
been bound to take any rails off the hands of Mell-
wraith, McEacharn, and Co., who might thus have made
ahlosin”g instead of a profitable transaction by their pur-
chase.

He thought there could be no doubt ‘about that.
At no time had MecIlwraith, McEacharn, and
Company agreed to supply the Government with
rails, and at no time would the Government have
been compelled to take any rails off their hands,
whether the contract with Ibbotson Brothers had
fallen through or not. There was no evidence
to show that McIlwraith, McHacharn, and
Company bought those rails in any way in con-
nection with the Queensland Government. - An
attempt had been made by the hon. member for
North Brishane to connect this transaction with
the visit of a gentleman to the office of the
Agent-General some time last year, who asked,
according to the evidence of Mr. Hamilton,
whether the Government were in the market for
rails. Mr. Hamilton said that gentleman asked
three times if they were in the market for rails.
The gentleman left his card in the office, but M.
Hamilton did not know who he was, as in con-
sequence of his (Mr. Hamilton) leaving the office
hurriedly he could not find the card. That was
a very slight peg indeed to hang upon any state-
ment about the rails having been purchased in
any way in connection with the Queensland
Government. They had the special evidence of
Mr. McEacharn, who said that the rails were
bought on a general specification. He would
quote Mr. McEacharn’s evidence on the point.
Question 986, put by Mr. Perkins—

‘“ Are you acquainted with the mode of purchasing
rails at home, Mr. McEacharn? Yes.

““ Now, will you explain to the Committee whether
the rails were made at the time of your purchase, or
whether they were to be made ;—is it not a fact that
you may make large purchases, and that none of the
rails are made for some months afterwards® The rails
are contracted for delivery, sometimes over three years;
and, sometimes, contracts are enteredinto when the rails
are never intended to be manutactured.

““ By Mr. Macrossan : And, as a fact, they never were
manufactured? Certainly ; the contract is entered into
simply as a specilation.

By Mr. Perkins : There is no difficulty -about alter-
ing the shape of the rails ;--you may vary the shape, or
you may buy rails, or make a contract to purchase and
alter the pattern afterwards? Yes; but you would
require t0 pay a higher price for varying the patttern.

““ Exactly ¥ Rails are sold by weight. 41ilbs, is the
weight of the pattern used by the Queensland Govern-
ment. ‘rhey are made up to 80 1bs.. A certain price is
charged per ton forthat weight ; and when the specifi-
cation is altered a higher price is paid.

By Mr. Macrossan : When you buy rails, you do not
enter into any specification at all? No; you do not
enter into any specification. I know that 10,000,
tons we purchased—I don’t know about the others—
were not purchased on any specification at all. I do
not believe any of the others were purchased on speci-
fication.”

Now, with the rest of the evidence, that was
conclusive enough, Questions 995 and 996, put

by Mr. Griffith were answered by Mr., McEach-
arn as follows :—

** Do you mean not that you know they were not pur-
chased by weight, orthat you do not know? I do not
know. I think, from the fact of my firm advising me
that they would have to pay a higher price in order to
meet the higher specification, that they could not have
been purchased on specification. It is not usual to do

0.

““ Then, how could your partnef, in purchasing 30,000
tons of rails, in order to proteet himself, be unaware of
the sort that the Queensland Government were using ¥
We can purchase them on any specification. You know
it was only on the chance of owr having contracted
with Ibbotson Brothers. If he had been certain that
our contract was with Ibbotson Brothers for the rails,
he would have communicated with them and said—We
have 30,000 tons; if you can get the other 13,000, that
is all we want.’”

That evidence was corroborated by telegram

No. 4, page 168, from the Agent-General, who
stated—

._‘“The following replies have been received to inguiries
in accordance with your instructions. Barrow say °we
are much surprised at contents of yours of yesterday.
‘We have done business in rails for some years with Mr.
“ieonard Cooper, but have never sold him any weighing
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more thanfifteen pounds per yard and have never entered
-‘an order for him for more than twenty-five tons at any
one time. Moss Bay say Cooper bought rails fromus
not for the Queensland Government but for principals
who took risk of market. Sale was not based on Queens-
land Government specification at the time—that specifi-
cation was not placed before us until alater period.””
That was conclusive and corroborative of the
evidence given by Mr. McEacharn that the rails
were not purchased for the Queensland Gov-
ernment either by agent or in any way. The
paragraph of the report which he had quoted was
fully borne out, he maintained, by the evidence
of Mr. McEasharn and that telegram. He
would now deal with the matter of the tendering
for the supply of those rails. The hon. member
for North Brisbane assumed right through his
speech, as well as through the protest which he
had lodged against the report, that the Haslam
Company, because they were speculators, should
not have been allowed to tender for rails. Mr.
Ashwell pointed out a different thing altogether
—that it was necessary to deal with princi-
pals who were able to supply their own ore.
The usual way with the iron market was that
when it was low or prices were changing men
having money or credit made contracts for
ore, and with the rail makers for the supply
of rails, within stated periods at certain
prices, depending on a rise in the market,
when they went into it and undersold all other
parties. So far from its being a fact as stated
by the hon. member for North Brisbane in one
paragraph of his protest, that they could not
supply rails cheaper than manufacturers, it was
a generally acknowledged truth that the specu-
lators, who had loaded themselves with rails or
with ore at the time when the market was low,
were able -to undersell the manufacturers when
the market rose. It was the same in regard to
every article of produce which was sold—it was
not the manufacturer, the maker, or the grower
who could sell the cheapest ;—it was the man
who speculated, and speculated wisely when the
market was low, who could do so. He main-
tained that in calling for tenders for rails the
Agent-General, independent of Mr. Ashwell—
even supposing that gentleman had never been
in - the office—could not and would not have re-
fused the tender of any man who tendered. The
gentleman whom the hon. member for North
Brisbane quoted as having written a letter in ex-
planation of a contract which he had received
from the London office without competition,
stated as his strong point, in the letter which
was published in the Courier a few days ago,
that he considered he had a right to tender for
any article in his trade ordered through the
Agent-General.

Mr. GRIFFITH : But he does not claim that
right for rails.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said that
any man who dealt in an article, whether he was
the maker or not, had a right to tender to the
Agent-General for the snpply of that article.
The Agent-General would have been guilty of a
great dereliction of duty had he permitted any-
one—whether speculator or maker—from tender-
ing. But the Haslam Company were not the
only company who were not railmakers who
tendered. The hon. member for North Brishane
had himself entered into a contract with a com-
pany who were not railmakers and who never
made rails.

Mr, GRIFFITH : No.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said he held
every member of the Government responsible
for the acts of each. No member of the present
Government would shirk the responsibility of
the purchase of theserails or anything connected
with them. It was unfair and unmanly of the
hon. member to say ““No” to a charge when he

knew that the Minister for Works of his Gov-
ernment did so, - The Government of which Mr.
Miles was Minister for Works contracted in this
colony with Ibbotson Bros., who never made
rails, and that contract had to be ratified in
London the same as the contract he (Mr. Mac-
rossan) made with Mr. Thomassen had to be.
The contract entered into by Mr. Miles was
altered in every material point in London before
it was ratified by the Agent-General, and yet
the hon. member for North Brisbane stood
up and made a flerce attack on him and
the Government, and accused him of some-
thing very wrong because he imitated the
Government of which the hon. member was a
member. The only difference between the con-
tract entered into between himself and Mr.
Thomassen and Mr. Miles and Mr, Thomassen
was that one was ratified in London after altera-
tion whilst the other was not ratified at all.
The conditions of the contracts were the same in
every respect in Brisbane, and the hon. member
knew that. The hon. member knew that the
63 or 64 miles of rails required for the Mary-
borough and Gympie railway were contracted
for by a firm who never made rails. The same
firm tendered for the rails now in question, but
were far beyond the ruling market price. He
would now come to another point. The hon.
member for North Brisbane said that Ibbotson
Brothers were spoken unfavourably of as ten-
derers because they were not the principals.
That was not the reason why they were spoken
unfavourably of by Mr. Ashwell. The reason
was, that the Hbbw Vale Company, with
whom Ibbotson Brothers dealt for the supply
of rails, used an inferior kind of ore, and
that was the reason why they were not asked to
tender. Spanish ores were inferior to the Cum-
berland ores, which were always used, if possible,
for rails for the colony. As far as he had been
able to ascertain, the only Spanish ores used
in rails supplied to the colony were used in
the manufacture of the rails for the Mary-
borough and Gympie line. Whether they would
be found to be inferior or not he could not say
—time alone would determine that. Any person
had a right to tender for the supply of the rails
—in spite of Mr. Ashwell, Mr. Hamilton, or
anyone else—and if anyone had been lower than
the Haslam Company he was confident they
would have been entitled to the contract if they
could have supplied sufficient proof to the en-
gineer and to the Agent-General that.they could
supply rails made from a superior class of ore.
It was useless raising the objection against the
Haslam Company that they were not rail manu-
facturers, because every word uttered against
that company by the hon. member for North
Brisbane and his supporters was against them-
selves. It was a direct charge against them-
selves as a Government which had bought rails
from a company who were not manufacturers.
He would now refer to the price of therails. Of
course they were all very wise after an event, as
all men became wise. They knew that the rail
market was in a very excited state, that the
price was very high; but prices had gone down
twice and had risen again to a very fair figure,
and were even now at £7 a-ton for ordinary rails,
although they had been down less than that
since the month of July. It had been stated
that the price of these particular rails was above
the average price of those supplied to the Queens-
land Government. He was bound to admit that
theprice wasabovetheaverage of the few previous
shipments, but he happened to have with him the
prices of all the rails which had been supplied to
the Queensland Government, and hon. members
would see to what extent they differed. He had
the priceyear by year from 1864down t0 1879, when
these 15,000 tons were bought. The lowest price
was £5 3s. 9d. a-ton, and the highest price during
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that period was £19 2s, 6d.  Now as much
below the price paid to the Haslam Company
was the lower price paid here £5 3s. 9d., sowas a
great deal higher the price paid—namely, £19
9s. .6d. by the late Government of which the
hon. gentleman was a member. That was one
lot of rails which the hon. gentleman, as member
of the late Government, purchased. Another
price during the same time was £9 17s. 6d.;
another indent price was £11 17s. 6d. ; another,
£18 12s. 6d—all those were during the time the
hon. gentleman was a member of the late Gov-
ernment. Another indent was £9 18s. 6d;
another, £102s. 6d. ; another, £10. Now how
much above the average price paid for rails by the
hon. gentleman was this £9 18s. 6d.? When hon.
members knew those things it put a very dif-
ferent face on the matter; and he (M.
Macrossan) maintained from the list in his
hands that £9 2s. 6d. was not above the average
price paid for rails for Queensland, and was be-
low the price of half-a-dozen indents paid by the
hon. gentleman when in office. There was
another.indent of £9 16s., or only 2s. 6d. less than
the present contract, but because it happened
that for a year or eighteen months previous to
the purchase of these rails the prices were low,
the hon. gentleman got up and asserted that the
prices paid by the Government were above the
average : had the hon. gentleman taken the
average prices since the colony commenced rail-
way making, he would have found that such was
not the case. Before going to the question of
freights, which he would do shortly, he wished to
state that the manner in which tenders for the
1,500 tons of rails was called was precisely the
same as every other tender for rails had been
called for, so far as he was aware, with one ex-
ception—there was only one indent out of all in-
dents, of which he was aware, that was not dealt
with in the same way, that exception being when
a contract was let by the late Government for
2,000 tons of rails without calling for tenders at all.
With that exception, the usual mode of calling
for tenders had been adhered to——whether that
mode was a correct one or not he would not pre-
tend to say, not being acquainted with the
general mode adopted by Government, but he
thought it was a correct one. When they found
that the mode in question was exactly the same
in every respect, and when they bore in mind
that any man who had a supply of rails had as
much right to tender as the maker of rails, and
when the price paid for those rails was not
above the average price, he did not see where
the indignation of the hon. gentleman came in.
Now as to freights. The Government having
called for a supply of 15,000 tons of rails, it be-
came necessary in the interest of the Govern-
ment that those rails should come into the
colony, and the question arose which was the
best way of calling for tenders for the convey-
ance of them. Mr. Hamilton said that the best
plan would have b een to have shipped them by
whatever ships were coming out to the colony,
and that whenever they accumulated they should
have called for tenders. That was Mr. Hamil-
ton’s opinion, and that was how the colony had
been supplied hitherto. But that was a way by
which the Government were sometimes left with.
out an adequate supply of rails to carry on the
work of construction, and he (Mr. Macrossan)
was in a position to state that through that very
system of Mr. Hamilton’s they were now ac-
tually short of rails for the Northern Railway,
and he had been obliged during the past week
to send up rails from Brisbane to prevent the
works being stopped. If that was the system
when only a comparatively small guantity of
rails were required, how would it act now when
there was such a large contract out as 15,000
tons—a contract larger than any they had
had before. He might here reply to the hon.

member for North Brishane’s objection that they
should not have called for such a large con--
tract but should have waited till the market
got lower. No one knew whether the market
would get lower, but Parliament had sanctioned
the construction, within three years, of several
lines, and had the Premier called for tenders for
what he (Mr. Macrossan) stated as his require-
ments, he would have called for tenders for
45,000 tons instead of 15,000 tons, or just one
year’s supply. That showed that the present
Government were not so insincere in their inten-
tion to make railways as hon. members opposite
had always accused them of being. Well, a
contract for 15,000 tons was called for, and had
the Government followed the usual system it
would have taken six years to bring the number
required for Townsville, calculating the usual
number of vessels going there—four years to
Rockhampton, taking the average number of
ships, and two years to Brishane. He would ask
anyone withcommon-sense whether withanumber
of railways on hand, and with a determination
to construct them as fast as they could, it would -
be reasonable to depend on such a system as
that of Mr. Hamilton’s? Then a great deal had
been attempted to be made of berth-ships; but
that, he maintained, was a question for the
Agent-General—it was one that, so far as the
Premier was concerned, he (the Premier) had
nothing whatever to do with. He believed him-
self it would have been wiser to have had 2,000
tons of the Brisbane rails as dead-weight : but
before they attempted to condemn the Agent-
General they must hear him. He contended
it was very unfair for the hon. gentleman oppo-
site to stand up in that House and saything
against the Agent-General until he had been
heard, and it was extremely unfair of the hon.
gentleman to pooh-pooh the Agent-General,
considering that at one time the Agent-General
was his chief, and that the hon. gentleman him-
self was one of those who thought Mr. Macalister
was worthy to send home as Agent-General.
Yet the hon. gentleman now insinuated that the
Agent-General had acted in the interests of
Mellwraith, McEacharn and Co., and that he
got his information for a telegram from Mr.
Andrew MelIlwraith.

Mr, MILES : We know all about it.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said if that
was the case, why did the hon. gentleman’s
Government make him Agent-General? He
could only say this, that if he knew as much of
anyone as the hon. gentleman seemed to know of
the Agent-General, he would not put his hand to
an Hxecutive minute appointing him Agent-
General. He contended that there was very
good evidence that the concession rested with
Mr. Hamilton. In spite of the insinuation
thrown out against Mr. Maecalister, he had more
faith in that gentleman than to think he would
send a false telegram. As a member of the
committee, and as one who listened when Mr.
Hamilton gave his evidence, he felt himself
bound to believe that Mr. Macalister was right,
and he believed he should be able to show that
the character given to Mr. Hamilton for truth-
fulness was undeserved. In addition to the
telegram sent by Mr. Macalister there was a
letter from Mr, MecIlwraith to his brother here,
and also the evidence of Mr. McEacharn, and
he (Mr. Macrossan) asserted that as Mr.
Hamilton was in charge of the shipping office
at the time he alone was responsible. Mr.
Macalister could not be expected to attend to all
the details of his office; and what was more, Mr.
Hamilton was in the office some weeks after
the Premier visited England, and thus had
plenty of opportunity of bringing the matter
under his notice. The hon. member for North
Brisbane dealt with paragraphs 20 and 21 and
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the charge arising out of them. ' It was this,
that after Mr. Hamilton was dismissed, he went
to the Barrow and Moss Bay Companies’ works
to make inquiries about the rail business, and
he stated that at the Barrow works he was
told by Mr. Swmith, the managing director,
‘““the Premier and Mr. Ashwell have been
here before you on the same subject.” It
was very extraordinary that the hon. gentleman
should have slurred that part of the report over
in the manner he did, as it was really the most
important point in the petition as far as regarded
the Premier, as it contained the greatest charge
that was supposed to have been made against
him. - Ye} the hon, gentleman slurred it over and
saidhe never supposed, till hesaw that paragraph,
that such was the intention of the statement
made by Mr., Hamilton. He (Mr. Macrossan)
‘must make bold to say, although it might not be
parliamentary, that the hon. gentleman did not
see it in any other way. He would point out
that - Mr.  Hamilton all through his evidence
took care to make charges against individuals
which could not be disproved on the spot.
From the moment the inquiry began, till the
last day Mr. Hamilton was examined, he
was & most cautious and cunning witness
in answering questions ;—whether here or in
London -he took care to shape his answers
to suit the company he was in, and he took good
care to shape his answers in such a way that
they could not be disproved. Mr. Hamilton
did not know that the Moss Bay Company would
be telegraphed to, but he took good care to frame
his-answers in such a way as to have the effect
of damaging the Premier—at least, such was his
intention. But it now appeared from information
received from that company that the Premier
visited their works on March 24, although the
Premier stated in his evidence it-was on the
17th, reckoning on the day of the week by the
Iinglish elections then going on ; but how could
the Premier have been making inquiries with a
view to hush up a transaction a week before the
transaction was entered into? The charge im-
plied by Mr. Hamilton—for that gentleman
always denied having made any charges—was ex-
actly one week before the Premier visited the Moss
Bay Works, and yet the sum total of Mr. Hamil-
ton’s evidence was, that the Premier had visited
the Moss Bay Company’s works for the purpose
of looking up this matter. He was sorry thatthe
addition he (Mr. Macrossan) had suggested to
that paragraph of the report had not been
adopted—namely, that “Mr. Hamilton’s state-
ment as regards this matter falls to the ground.”
If Mr. Hamilton’s evidence was only confined to
that one point it would be sufficient to stamp it
asunreliable. He would now come to clause 23,
and in doing so he should also deal with clause
17, which the hon. gentleman opposite had passed
over mostadroitly. The hon. gentleman took ex-
ception to the remarks made about Mr, Hamil-
ton in the report—mamely :—

¢ Part of the evidence given by Mr. Hamilton ishardly
credible, supposing the Agent-General to be sane, while
in the evidence before your committee he departsin
two very important particulars from what he gave at
the inquiry into the London office. It should also be
noted that the whole of the serious charges made orfim-
plied against the Agent-General and the Premier rests
upon the unsupported evidence of this witness, who
contradicts himself and is contradicted by others, and
whose conduet in the London Office was such that your
committee believe the Agent-General neglected his duty
in not suspending his Secretary a-year before his dis-
missal and reporting him to the Colonial Secretary.’

The hon. member for North Brisbane admitted
the latter part of the paragraph, but denied the
other portion. But he (Mr. Macrossan) would
take the trouble to read some portions of the
evidence to prove that the statement made in that
paragraph was correct, and he thought he should
be able to show that Mr, Hamilton, in more
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particulars than one, was not tobe relied upon.
The hon. gentleman had admitted that Mr.
Hamilton stated in London that he never received
any commission, and that in his evidence here he
admitted that he had received commission ; but
like the girl who was accused by a minister: of
having made a mistake she said it was only a
little one. The hon. member had endeavoured
to get over the difficulty by saying that all Mr.
Hamilton had received during six years was
£200, but that little thing was quite sufficient to
prove that Mr. Hamilton’s statements were not
trustbworthy. Mr. Hamilton did not, for his own
sake, try to explain the discrepancy between his
evidence given here and that given in London,
but made a statement in extenuation which was
further untruthful. He was asked by the chair-
man, question 646-—

“How do you reconcile the answer you have given
to Mr. Macrossan with th: answers you gave in the
London officc? He asked if I was acting as agent for
anyone.! I do not reckon it as acting as agent for any-
one.

““There is one question,
&e.J—

“““Have you ever done work, and received remunera-
tion for work done for any other individuals or firm»—
Your answer to that was, in effect—

¢ ¢ None whatever.’

Now you admit that you have. You said, No? [Neo
answer.)

“Will you give a general denial of ever having re-
ceived any commission or of having acted for any other
person in buying goods or consigning them on commis-
sion to the colony?—why did you not explain to the
London office as you have done to us? [No answer.]

‘“ Another question is specifically :—

“ “ Have you bought goods on commission, and con-
signed them to the colonies on commission ¥’

You answer distinctly-—

1 No.?

‘“You have done the same here to-day, with a proviso ?
The fact is, in the London Office, when Mr. Mcllwraith
asked me a question, I was prepared to explain in pre-
cisely the same way I mentioned. You see, I say :—

“ ‘I have done nothing at all of an unbusiness cha-
racter ; I have acted in a private capacity in matters of
private friendship, the same as anyone would do having
friends abroad, but in no other capacity.’

I was proceeding to explain the matter when I wis
stopped by Mr. McIlwraith,

“You did not think it necessary, for your own
honour’s sake, to insist upon the explanation going
down? Well, I did not think my answer involved any
untruth.”

He had shown how far that portion of the wit-
ness’s evidence bore out or conflicted with the
evidence in the London office, and thought he
would be able to prove that this statement was
untrue as well asthe former. This was the gentle-
man who said he was prepared—ready and will-
ing—to answer but was stopped by Mr. Mell-
wraith. Let hon, members listen to this, on
page 12—

“Mr. Mellwraith: Have you bought goods on com-
n}iss'})on, and consigned them to the colonies on commis-
sion y

¢ Mr, Hamilton : No.

¢ Mr. Mellwraith : Have you supplied goods for which
you have been paid commission by merchants in Queens-
land, or any other colony ?

“Mr. Hamilton: I do not think it necessary to answer
any further.”

This was the answer of the truthful gentleman
who was bursting to malke a statement to Mr.
MecIlwraith—only he was stopped? Hereit was
in evidence that this person had actually refused
to answer the question, and yet thiswas the kind
of witness upon whom the hon. member for
North Brisbane—and other members, he was
sorry to say—relied for proof of certain state-
ments, allegations, and implications of a most
serious character. Mr. Mecllwraith, however,
repeated the question, and Mr. Hamilton said
13 NO »n___

¢ Mr, Mcllwraith: Have you acted as agent for any
merchant in Queensland ?

< Mr. Hamilton : I have done nothing at all of an un-
business character. I have acted in a private capacity

in page 12 .[* Inguiry,’
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in matters of private friendship, the same  as any
one -would do having friends abroad, but in no other
capacity.
“Mr. McIlwraith: You have not acted as a business
agent ¥
“Mr. Iamilton: To no individual whatever, not
one.”
He would ask hon. members whether that evi-
«dence bore out the statement made in cross-
examination by the chairman of the committee,
as to his being stopped by Mr. MecIlwraith.
The  fact was Mr. MecIlwraith tried to get the
thing out of the witness by any possible means.
He putit tohim in a dozen different shapes,
and yet this truthful gentleman always adroitly
avoided it. Nobody knew better than he that
Mr, Smellie was not in London at that time;
but when Mr. Hamilton came to Brishane, and
it crossed his mind that Mr. Smellie was here,
and that he might be obliged to tell the truth,
he did tell the truth, butin telling it actually
told an untruth in trying to save himself.  This
witness, who, as the hon. member said, was
speaking upon his oath, if he was in a court of
justice and literally speaking wupon- his oath
should have been, and no doubt would have been,
tried for perjury. Letthe Housenow glance at a
little more of the evidence of this witness. He
began hishistory of the transactions inthe London
office by giving a certain date to commence with
—namely, the sailing of the *“‘ Ellen Goodspeed,”
in October, 1878. It seemed, according to what
Mr, Hamilton stated, that all the troubles be-
tween him and the Agent-General began with
the sailing of this vessel, and he tried if possible
to have everything wrong that took place in
the Agent-General’s Office, and the difference of
opinion between him and Mr. Macalister, dated
by it. - But even here Mr, Hamilton contradicted
himself, saying there was no difference of opinion ;
then that there was difference of opinion between
him and the Agent-General; then he censured
Mr, Macalister for having done a certain thing,
and, when pressed by him (Mr. Macrossan), he
acknowledged that he never knew the particulars
of the case at all. After quoting the case of the
‘“Ellen Goodspeed” against Mr. Macalister in
the strongest manner, he was bound to admit—
simply because he (Mr. Macrossan) had the
whole of the documents in his hand—the con-
trary of what he said in London; and he (Mr.
Macrossan) therefore had to convict Mr. Hamil-
ton of telling an untruth. Finding that he (Mr.
Macrossan) was armed with documents that
would leave noloophole for escape, Mr. Hamilton
was obliged to admit that he knew nothing of
the matter connected with the sailing of that
vessel.  Then he tried to fasten another charge.
Of course the member for North Brisbane and
this witness understood each other very well.
Anyone who was in the committee room could
see that the hon. gentleman knew perfectly what
evidence Mr. Hamilton was going to give. If
they had not had interviews previously, they
knew each other very well.

AN HonoUraBLE MEMBER : They had an inter-
view the first day he landed.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said he was
quite certain that any member of the com-
mittee who watched Mr., Hamilton, as he
did, could see the alacrity with which the
answers were given when the hon. member
for North Brisbane asked for them. = Indeed,
in some cases, the answers were given be-
fore the questions were fully asked, so much
50, that the Shorthand Writer had several times
to complain that time was not given, because
both the hon. member and the witness were talk-
ing at the same time. If he (Mr. Macrossan)
cross-examined the witness the case was then
immediately different. Mr. Hamilton held his
head up, pretended most solemnly to think, but,
aaomehgév, his memory never served him upon
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any point; whatever was asked him he could
not recollect, he could not charge his memory, he
could not remember, and often took two orthree
minutes before' he could answer at all. . In con-
nection with the sailing of the *Ellen Good-
speed,” Mr, Hamilton made a charge against
Mr. Ashwell, out of which one or two untruths
were told. He stated that Mr, Ashwell dis-
continued sending monthly reports about - the
time of the sailing of the ‘“Ellen Goodspeed,”
According to him, the sailing of this shipwas
the date of a wonderful conspiracy, hatched in
the London office, for the purpose of defrauding
the Queensland Government, and it must be
consoling to the hon.. gentlemen . opposite to
know -that if this conspiracy really did occur it
occurred at the time when the hon. member for
Maryborough and the hon. membeér for North
Brisbane were in office. The discontinuance of
the sending of Mr." Ashwell’s reports was proved
by him, by documentary evidence, to have taken
place two years before the ‘“Ellen Goodspeed
sailed; and when Mr. Hamilton was asked
whether he did not write to the Commissioner,
he said he never did in his life. At the next
meeting ‘he (Mr. Macrossan) produced & letter
to the Commissioner, stating that Mr. Ashwell
desired to know whether his reports were wanted
or not, and upon this létter was a memorandum
by the Hon. George Thorn, signifying that the
reports  were unimportant and ‘not required.
On this statement Mr. Hamilton wantedto have
an implied charge against Mr, Ashwell—-to ‘the
effect that at the time he quarrelled -with' Mr.
Macalister, Mr. Ashwell and My, Macalister
were combined together to defraud the Govern-
ment. He (Mr. Macrossan) wanted hon. ‘mem-
bers to remember these facts particularly. - Then
came this card trick;if he might be allowed to
call it so, which was mentioned by the hon. mem-
ber for North Brishane, touching the gentleman
who called at the office to inquire about rails.
Of course the implication was that Andrew
MeIlwraith, or someone on his behalf, came to
the Agent-General’s office inquiring’ whether
the Queensland Government were in the
market for rails, so that they might make a
haul; that was to say, this would beso sup-
posing Mr.  Hamilton’s = statement was cor-
rect. = According to this statement, a gentleman
some time last year called at the office inquiring
for rails, and when asked he could” not™ tell
his name, Mr. Hamilton said he could not find
his card, The whole thing rested on the mystery
attached to the gentleman whose name was not,
given, because the card upon which it was written
was not to be found. Mr. Hamilton’s expla-
nation was, that he was bundled out of the office
so suddenly that he had not time to collect his
papers. When Mr. Hamilton was cross-examined
by him (Mr, Macrossan), he was bound to admit
that he was not bundled out of the office hastily,
but was there from Monday morning till Satur-
day night—six days from the time he received
notice of dismissal. He wrote letters  in the
office, and had qguite time enough to gather up-
50,000 cards if he had wished to do so.
Therefore, his evidence in this was not more
truthful than in other particulars, Mr. Hamil-
ton tried to leave the impression on the
minds of the committee—and would have done
so had not he (Mr, Macrossan) prevented him—
that the mystery of this gentleman with the
card could never be cleared up. Supposing,
however, that the statement was true that.a
gentleman had called inquiring about rails;
what was there in that? = Rails were low. It
was known all over the world by people who
read the newspapers that the Queensland Gov-
ernment were going in for a great number of
railways. Other colonies were doing the same,
and why should nct men with money and intel-
ligence speculate in rails? They had it in evi-
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dence that Mr, Smellie, the chief ironfounder in
Brisbane, was in the market for rails. He wanted
to buy 20,000 tons of rails, and could have
got them, but not at the price that would have
suited the Government, because Mr. Thomassen
actually frightened him from proposing to supply
the Government with rails because of the low
rice at which he could offer them. Yet Mr.

mellie did not make rails; he was, however,
what had been termed a speculator, and suppos-
ing he obtained the tender from the Government,
and was able to sell rails at a lower price than
other tenderers, would they have been justified
in refusing his rails because he did not make
themn himself but was only ““aspeculator? The
thing was absurd on the face of it. Again,
Messrs, Parbury, Lamb, and Company, another
Brisbane firm, were in the market, actually
had rails, and offered them to the Pre-
mier.. Another firm offered rails to the
Premier and they were not rail makers, but, as
the hon, gentleman opposite had said—specu-
lators. Yet because a man had common-sense
and commercial acumen to forsee a rise in the
price of rails, he was to be debarred from the
advantage which he derived from his common-
sense and position and money, and was not to
be allowed to tender for rails because he did not
make them. The thing was so absurd that it
was only sufficient that i1t should be known fo
see on the face of it that any charge founded
upon a fact of that kind must fall to the ground.

his commission business he (Mr. Macrossan)
would follow. a little further, and would read
some of the evidence, as the hon. member for
North Brisbane had done, of Mr. Muir. Of
course the hon. member for North Brisbane
was acting as Mr. Hamilton’s advocate, and
left him (Mr, Macrossan) to tell the truth
about it.

Mr. GRIFFITH : I said you might supply
anything I omitted, and correct me if T was
wrong.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said he did
not complain of the hon. gentleman being wrong,
but of only telling half:the truth. Mr. Hamilton
said he never acted as commission agent for any-
body. That was proved to be untrue, and it
could be proved in the case of Mr. Muir that he
acted as a business agent for him, Although it
was not in evidence that he received commission,
very few hon. members would believe that he
did not. Mr. Muir was examined and cross-
examined, and the member for North Bris-
bane examined him closely about the invoices
which had been quoted; and in further cross-
examination Mr. Muir was asked in question
2485—

‘“Then the Committee are to understand from you
that My, Hamilton went about the country introducing
your firm gratis? I do not know whether he went
about the country or not ; although I know we received
certain consignments from ecertain firms in the old
country owing to Mr. Hamllton, who was a frlend of
mine, mentioning our name.

“How long have you been in business, Mr. Muir?
Since 1870.

“Do you not know it is usual, when a man intro-
duces a firm for business, to get a cominission on it?
It is.

“Have you any doubt in those cases that Mr. Hamil-
ton got commissions—if he did not get them from you,
from the firms he introduced you to* I do not
know.

“Have you any doubt about it >—is it not the prac-
tice ? TItis the practice, I believe.

“Have you any doubt aboutit? I havenone, Idonot
believe Mr. Hamilton received one farthing from any of
those firms.’”

The witness thus described what was the prac-
tice, in answer to Mr, Perking, who had ques-
tioned him very closely upon the point. But
Mr. Griffith went a little further, and no blame
to him. probably. In his attempts to exonerate
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Mr. Hamilton, the following questions and
answers were given :—

“You say it is the practice for a man to receive com-
missions. Whom does he receive them from—who pays
the commission---the consignee or the consignor? If I
was introducing a firm to another firm, and business
resulted, I should expect a commission. But I don't
think Mr. HMamilton received any.

““But who pays it; the consignee or the consignor?
The party who ships the goods.

“Would pay the commission? Should pay the com-
mission. The party who ships the goods. AllT know,
I never gave any.”’

That was all the witness knew ; he knew what was
the practice; he thought Mr. Hamilton as his
friend didnot receive any commission, but he could
npt say for certain, except that he himself gave
him none. Let any hon. member ask himself
whether it was likely that Mr. Hamilton went
about the country introducing Mr. Muir's firm
without getting a *little "—as he put it—2% per
cent. Mr. Hamilton might have done a “little”
for friendship, but he mever went about the
country in that matter for nothing. The mem-
ber for North Brisbane.in dealing with the
paragraph in connection with the working of
the London office, said he did not know ‘any
other important particular but one, in which Mr.
Hamilton departed from the usual course, Mr.,
Hamilton said at the London inquiry that Mz,
Ashwell was a shareholder and director in the
Haslam Engineering Company, and Mr. Mell-
wraith asked—

‘“ After seeing reasons for departing from the usual
course, and asking certain firms to tender who had
never been asked to tender before, you did not think it
your duty to give your reasons for taking that course,
elther to the Agent-General or to Mr. Ashwell ¢

“Mr. Hamilton : T did not. No.

“Mr. Mcllwraith: Yon say Mr. Ashwell is a director
in the Haslam Engineering Company; when were you
aware of this fact?

“Mr. Hamiltou: I became definitely aware of it, I
think, about ten days ago.

“Mr, McIlwraith: When were yon aware of the fact
that Mr. Ashwell was a shareholder in the Haslam
Comrpany P

“Mr. lTamilton : At the same time.

“Mr. Mcllwraith: You were not aware of these
facts till the ten days ago which you refer to ?

*Mr. Hamilton : It was mentioned to me first of all

in a certain indefinite form; it was mentioned in s
way that I could not know it definitely; but it was
again brought before me in a printed form, and T went
to Somerset House and looked for myself, and found it
stated there. That is about ten days ago, or a little
more.”
This was on the 2nd April.  Of course they could
understand the object of the Premier in question-
ing Mr. Hamilton so closely about this fact, which
was that if Mr. Hamilton knew Mr. Ashwell to
be a member of the Haslam Engineering Com-
pany at the fime he was to report upon the
letting of the contract for rails he was culpable
in not informing the Agent-General of it; but
Mr. Hamilton very carefully ook the precaun-
tion of saying that he knew it only ten days
before the 2nd April. Yet, what did he say in
his evidence in Brisbane? The same grounds
for precaution did not then exist. Mr. Hamilton
had been in the interval dismissed, and no
further harm could happen to him from telling
the truth. When the schedule of tenders for
freights was under discussion in London, Mr.
Hamilton, according to his evidence, being in
his office, Mr. Ashwell brought the tenders to
him from the Agent-General’s office, and asked
him to deal with them. Mr. Hamilton made
some observation, and these questions were asked
by Mr. Griffith, and answers given :—

‘“What did he say to that ¥ Hesaid he would refer to
the Agent-General and let him decide about it.

““Did you say anything else to him then ¢ He went to
the Agent-General. There was nothing said. I do not
remember anything further of that particular conversa-
tion ; but he came afterwards to me.

‘“When P—the same day? Half-an-hour afterwards—
very shortly afterwards—with the tenders in his hand,
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and he #aid, * You had hetter write ‘accepted’ across
the middle of Mellwraith, MceERacharn, and Co.’s. The
Agent-General says they are to have the contract.” I
said, ¢ Not me.” I said, ‘I am sure there will be a noise
about it; and Ithink that, considering your position,
to ask me to do a thing like that is very wrong of
you.”

“ What did he say? He said, ‘You had better do it.”

1 said, ‘ No; I would rather take legal advice as to what
my position is, than go into that transaction.” I also
said to him that it was very wrong of him, considering
his connection with the ships, his connection with
MelIlwraith, MeEacharn, and Company, his position with
the Haslam Company ; it was excessively wrong of him
to foree such a position on me.””
This conversation, according to Mr, Hamilton’s
evidence, took place early in February, and he
was well acquainted then with the fact that Mr.
Ashwell was a member of the Haslam company,
yet he said in the following April that he never
knew it until ten days before, being well aware
that if he had told the truth his dismissal would
follow. Here was another specimen of what
the truthful witness would do. He (Mr. Mac-
rossan) would-say, once for all, that Mr. Hamil-
ton’s evidence was given to suit the circum-
stances of the case. He altered, he varied, he
prevaricated to suit altered circumstances all
through his evidence in the London office and in
Brishane, and the man or men who depended
upon such a witness forsubstantiating any charge,
even against a dog, were not the honest men
they ought to be. He would also call attention
to this other fact in connection with the state-
ment on page twenty-two in the London inquiry ;
—Mr. Ashwell was under examination about
the freights and tenders, and he gave a plain
statement of the whole question. Mr. Hamilton
being then and there present, was asked by Mr/
Mecllwraith if he had any question to ask Mr.
Ashwell, but he cautiously remained silent ; not
a single syllable upbraiding Mr. Ashwell did he
utter, because he knew perfectly well that
Mr. Ashwell could contradiet him. What
this truthful witness did was to reserve for
the committee in Brisbane, when Mr. Ash-
well was sixteen thousand miles away, what
he dared not say at the London inquiry.
He would now let them see what was the
character of that witness. He would take him
in his own words, and at his own valuation. In
cross-examination by himself he found out that
Mr. Hamilton was appointed secretary to the
Agent-General by Mr. Macalister—by the
gentleman whom he had been trying to damage
for life. Mr. Macalister sent him to London in
1874, from Cooktown, where he had been police
magistrate—an appointment also given to him
by Mr. Macalister. He did not know Mr.
Macalister’s motive for sending him to London,
but he could say that from the day that Mr.
Hamilton landed in London, until the day that
Mr. Daintree left the office, Mr. Hamilton played
the spy upon him, and without Mr. Daintree’s
knowledge wrote letters about him, and sent
telegrams to Mr. Macalister, who was then
Colonial Secretary. Mr. Hamilton was bound
to admit in the investigation that followed that
if he had placed the contents of those letters
and telegrams before Mr. Daintree that gentle-
man would have taken action, and would have
done what was best for the business in the
London office. But he did not give Mr. Dain-
tree the opportunity ; he sent the information
privately to Mr, Macalister, and upon that the
inquiry was held which resulted ultimately in
Mr. Daintree leaving the London office.

Mr. GRIFFITH : Mr. Daintree said Mr.
Hamilton did quite right in sending the letter
and telegram.

The COLONTAL SECRETARY : Mr. Dain-
tree said nothing of the sort. I have letters
from Mr. Daintree in my possession in which he
calls him a liar and a spy.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said that in
his examination of Mr. Hamilton appeared the
following— ‘

“In your examination by Mr. Macalister, in regard
to this letter and its contents——they speak as to certain
frauds that were being perpetrated on the Government
at the time—Mr. Macalister asks :(—

“¢18. You did not forward that communication from
any feeling against Mr. Daintree ¥
and your answer is:—

‘““Not the slightest. The only feeling I had for Mr,
Dafntree was that he reposed too much confidence in
)th-. Allen, and I did not feel myself able to shake
it off.’

Mr, Daintree then examined you, nd he gaid :—

¢ You said just now the letter was not addressed ; it
might have been either private or official ¥
Your answer is—

“‘Yes; I wrote theletter to Mr. Macalister, stating
that I was beginning to get seriously alarmed as to the
state of things, and he was to use it just as he pleased.’

¢ Was that telegram official? Well, it was intended
very mueh on the same principle. Hemight use it just
as he wished. The telegram contained the words, ‘ Let-
ter posted.” My object was that he should wait for the
receipt of the letter before he acted on it.

“Was the telegram paid for by the office or yourself ?
It was paid for out of my own funds.

‘“ Then it was to all intents and purposes a private
telegram ¥ Yes.

Then, Mr. Daintree questioned you further on:—

“Did I, within your recollection, when you first
came to this office, say that I was ready at any time to
carry out any suggestions or alterations, that, when you
had experience of the office you might draw under my
notice as desirable? Yes.”

Again :—

“‘As arule, did I not pay the utmost attention to any
definite suggestions of yours on any matter? Yes; I
think universally I may say you attended to every defi-
nite suggestion I made.

Again :(—

 ‘Did you not think that, had your letter been laid
before me before sending, I should have taken  the
promptest measures to remedy everything that admitted
of remedy in the statements made therein? If X could
have satisfied you as to the correctness of my state-
ments, I believe you would.

““Did you not think, at all events, that immediate
investigation would have followed the reading of your
letter? I think probably so.

“‘Did you think I would wish to shield anyone who
was naot acting in the interests of the Queensland Gov-
ernment in any way, as far as I knew? I do not think
you wowld.” ”’

In spite of those admissions Mr. Hamilton wrote
and telegraphed behind Mr, Daintree’s back,
giving information to the then Colonial Secre-
tary. On being questioned further on as to the
frauds which he said in his evidence had been
committed, but which he (Mr. Macrossan) de-
clined to believe on the evidence of such a man,
when he asked him why he stood quietly by when
he saw his employers the Queensland Govern-
ment defrauded, his answer was that the matter
was so unimportant. Such conduct in a witness
holding the position that Mr. Hamilton held,
and then coming here to make charges—false
charges—against the Premier was despicable,
and was as bad if not worse in those who
had used him as a tool. In answer to him,
Mr. Hamilton admitted that he ought to have
informed the Colonial Secretary. But the
Colonial Secretary, when the frauds if true
commenced, was the hon. member (Mr., Douglas),
so that he had no excuse for thinking that the
frauds would not have been inquired into because
the politics of the Government did not agree with
his. But that immaculate witnesssat quietly by,
and saw the Queensland Government defrauded
of hundreds and probably thousands of pounds—
and all, as he had said, for peace and quietness.
It was a most lamentable thing that hon. gentle-
men should be deluded by the evidence of a
witness like that—a man whose career through-
out, as far as it was kngwh in connection with
the London officg; Hid been untrustworthy.
The whole &f hig &¥idence was unreliable, and
yet hon, méikie¥s placed, or professed to place,
eqiifidenice {6 bim out of party dpixit. If any
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fraud had been committed in the London office
before the departure of the ‘‘ Ellen Gooodspeed”
to January of last year, it had been com-
mitted while the late Government was in
power. Mr. Hamilton stated that Mcllwraith,
McEacharn and Co. received special favours
—that tenders which could have been let ab
29s. to Taylor, Bethell, and Roberts, had been
let to that firm for 24s. The explanation
was that it was a commercial transaction.
Taylor, Bethell, and Roberts offered, verbally,
to carry freight for 22s. Mr. McEacharn and
Mr, Taylor met in London, and Mr. Taylor
said he did not intend to carry out his offer.
He withdrew it, and Mr. McEacharn offered
to carry for 24s. Another case of supposed
fraud put forward by Mr. Hamilton was that
Thomas Law and Company agreed to carry
rails from Glasgow at 34s., and that two or three
days afterwards Mr. Macalister let the rails of
the same indent to McIlwraith, McEacharn, and
Company for 38s. 6d. On inquiry into the
truth of that, what did it amount to? The por-
tion of the rails let were from the Steel Company
of Scotland, and were for the Central Railway.
Those were the goods which he mentioned
before, when he said they were short of rails
through Mr. Hamilton’s berth-ship system. In
October 1878, the engineer for the Central rail-
way complained to the Commissioner of Rail-
ways that if he did not get the rails faster he
would be obliged to stop his men, as he had only
a supply for six miles on hand. -He urged the
Government to send rails faster, and also to
make sure of ‘having a larger supply on hand.
An indent of 2,000 tons was ordered. That was
the one he had spoken of as having been con-
tracted for without tender by hon. gentlemen
opposite, - The *Glencoe” was chartered by
omas Law and Company to carry out the rails,
but instead of carrying out their contract quickly
and sending out the rails as they were wanted,
they delayed for three or four months, and then
the Agent-General let  another contract - to
MecIlwraith, McEacharn, and Co. to bring out
the rails quickly at an advance of 3s. 6d._a-ton.
That was the supposed fraud which Mr. Hamil-
ton tried to make out had been perpetrated by
Mr, Macalister in the interests of McIlwraith,
McEacharn and Co.- . It all came to this, that
Mr. Hamilton was again untruthful, for he (Mr.
Macrossan) had proved by documentary evidence
that those rails were wanted and quick despatch
wag required. 'Mr. Hamilton, on the other hand,
denied that there was any necessity for the rails
going out quickly, and said there were only two
or three days between the letting of the tenders,
when there were, in fact; between three and four
months. Almost every statement of the witness
was more or less unreliable and untruthful, and
unless they had other evidence to prove what he
said it would be unwise to condemn even 2 dog
upon it. He had now dealt with the question of
the price of rails, and had been, he believed, suc-
cessful in showing that the average price paid by
the Government of which the hon. gentleman was
a member was far higher than that paid by the
present Government. In referring totheaverage
rate of freight, he would point out that Mr.
Hamilton never - once made a complaint in
London about the alteration from full cargo-
ships to berth-ships ; he reserved that until he
came to Queensland, where his statement could
not be disproved at once. Had he made the
statement in London, it could have been proved
whether the altération was a concession or not.
At the inquiry, which took place in London, Mr.
Clay, the indenting clerk, was examined by Mr.
Mellwraith, and gave evidence as follows :—
“By Mr. Mellwraith: Mr, Clay, you are, I believe,
indenting clerk in this office ?
u" My, Clay : Indent clerk, I think I am called, gener-
ally.

¢ Mr, McIlwraith : Will von be kind enongh to prepare
for me a statement showing the name of each ship
carrying rails from any English port to any Queensland
port from the year 1875 inclusive, showing the tonnage.
the rate paid per ton, and the average rate paid per ton
per annum, to all the ports individually and ecollec-
tively, and the average rate paid for the whole four
years for all the ports individually and collectively ¥

¢ Mr. Clay: Yes, Sir.”

The details supplied by Mr. Clay were in the
hands of the Government, and the following
general average appeared in one of the exhibits
attached to the report :—

“Tonnage and rates paid for freight of rails from
British portsto Brisbane, Rockhampton, and Townsville
from 1875 to 1879 inclusive :—¥rom London, Glasgow.
and Liverpool to Brisbane, 15758 toms, £21,554—
average rate, £1 7s. 5d.; from ILondon, Glasgow,
Leith, Liverpool and Swansea to Rockhampton, 8,642,
tons, £16,861—average rate, £1 19s. 0d,; Liverpool
and London to Townsville, 1,943 tons, £4,008—average
rate, £2 1s, 34,

He would ask any hon. member to compare that
with the rate of 38s. 6d. to all ports, and say
which  was the highest. Then again the
hon. gentleman in dealing with the matter of
berth-ships spoke as though a concession had
been made in the interest of Messss. McIlwraith,
MecEacharn, and Co., but the fact was that the
concession had been made in the interest of the
ship-brokers of London who wanted dead-
weight. The House had the evidence of the Hon.
Mr. Hart, M.L.C., that the rates paid by berth
ships left scarcely any profit, and in the case of
some ships none at all. With regard to the
%uession raised by the hon. gentleman about the

olonial Secretary and the Premier being sharve-
holders in certain ships engaged in carrying out
contracts for the Government, he had a few
words to say, although he had deprecated the
introducting of a question which was sub judice.
The hon. gentleman stated that the paragraph in
the report which asserted that the allegation of
the Premier and the Colonial Secretary being
Government contractors was not sustained, was
incorrect. He (Mr. Macrossan) maintained that
it was correct as far as the committee had
obtained evidence in connection with that matter.
The evidence placed before the committee
went to show that though Mr. McIllwraith and
Mr. Palmer were shareholders, they mneither
participated directly nor indirectly in the profits
nor shared in the losses. He therefore main-
tained that the committee was thoroughly justi-
fied in coming to the conclusion they had come
to, on the evidence placed before them. What
were the facts? Did the hon. member for North
Brisbane pretend to say that it was only now
that he had found that fact out? Would the
hon. member for Enoggera say that it was only
now he was beginning to find that out? Would
the hon. member for Northern Downs pretend
that he had not known for years that the Premier
was a shareholder? And knowing that, would
they deny that they themselves let the first con-
tract to MeIlwraith, MeKEacharn, and Company ?

Mr. GRIFFITH : I did not know anything
about it.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said he
wonld advise the hon, gentleman not to be too
rash in his statements, because the inquiry would
not rest here. The evidence of Mr. Hemmant
and Mr. Macalister would have to be obtained,
and they would prove whether those gentlemen
knew of it years ago. He (Mr. Macrossan) as-
serted that they knew Mr. Mcllwraith was a
shareholder, and knowing it, they, in 1876, let a.
contract to the firm, and in 1878 another; and
that the only contracts let to MecIlwraith,
McEacharn, and Co. were let by gentlemen
opposite. The first thing the present Govern-
ment did on coming into office was to suspend
for the time being the contract for the convey-
ance of immigrants, which had. been let
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to Mcllwraith, McEacharn, and Co., and that
should be evidence enough to honest men that
that the Government were not concerned about
any interest of Mr. MeclIlwraith (the Premier),
or Messrs. MeIlwraith, McEacharn, and Co.
Tt would be proved in evidence that those hon.
members knew it, and that it was not until an
opportunity occurred for making damaging
charges against the Premier, the Colonial Secre-
tary, and the Ministry, and rousing the people
of the colony with regard to frauds said to have
been perpetrated, that they brought up these
charges in order to help others forward. Docu-
mentary evidence would be brought forward to
prove that.

Mr. GRIFFITH : It cannot be proved except
by false testimony, because it is not true.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said he had
now dealt with nearly all the questions relating
to the report, and he would say a few words
with regard to the protest. It began by stat-
ing—

“We do not entirely concur in this Report, which in
our opinion fails to deal in an adequate manner with
the grave matters referred to the Committee, and seems
to us to be in some important particulars inaccurate.”’

He had, he believed, traversed that belief, and
shown that the statements in the report were
strictly accurate and according to the evidence.
The second paragraph said—

“We dissent from the definite statements in- para-

graph 7 of the Report respecting the contracts made by
Mr. Andrew McIlwraith. The precise nature of these
contraets, which Mr. McEacharn described from his re-
collection of ietters from his partner, which were not
produced to the Committee, is not in our opinion estab-
lished by satisfactory evidence.”
Nothing in the evidence had been shown more
clearly than that paragraph 7 was correct, - Both
documentary and verbal evidence had been ad-
duced to show that Mr. Andrew Mecllwraith had
made a contract for 30,000 tons of rails. The
next paragraph was—

“We also dissent from the conclusions imputing
blame to Mr Hamilton, being of opinion that the facts
are not yet sufficiently investigated to allow of any de-
finite conclusion on that point.”

There were facts enough disclosed in the evidence
to satisfy any honest man that Mr. Hamilton
was untruthful and unprincipled. The protest
continued—

“ We also dissent from the conclusion that the allega-
tion that the Premier and Colonial Secretary are Gov-
ernment contractors has not been proved.”

In the belief of himself and other members of
the committee those allegations had not been
proved. The other portion of the protest com-
menced—

“We also consider it our duty to lay before the
House the following statement of facts, established by
uncontradicted evidence (reference to which is in each
instance given in the margin), and of conclusions which
we draw from them.”

‘Would the hon. gentleman say that all the state-

ments of the facts which followed were estab-
lished upon uncontradicted evidence?

Mr. GRIFFITH : Point out one that is not.
The MINISTER FOR WORKS said that at
the end of paragraph 7 this passage occurred—

*“ Whatever explanation may ultimately be given of
this part of the transaction, it is quite clear that, but for
the hands of the Government being tied in this manner,
the operations at their expense which we have to de-
seribe could not have been effected.”’

He had very carefully dealt with that point, and
shown that the whole of the operations could
have been effected, and would have been effected
whether the hands of the Government had been
tied or not. . That had nothing to do with it.
One of the operations was stated in paragraph 8,
where it was stated that the Premier met his
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brother in Cork harbour, and it was brought
as a serious charge against the Premier that
he was on ferms of intimacy with his brother.
He (Mr. Macrossan) did not know whether the
hon. gentleman was on terms of intimacy with
his brothers, if he had any, but certainly no.one
would impute blame to the hon. gentleman if he
was. The next statement in the protest must
have been very incautiously put in by the hon.
gentleman. The whole of the iinputation under-
lying the statement made by the hon. gentleman
was that the Premier or some others had, in some
unexplained way, permitted a gentleman related
to the Premier by blood or marriage to. make
certain profits out of certain transactions in rails.
On the hon. member’s own showing the imputa-
tion underlying the statement was entirely dis-
proved. When Mr. McIlwraith met his brother
on his way from Cork to Liverpool, Mr. Andrew
MecTIlwraith said—and the statement was quoted
by the hon. member—that his firm had done a
good thing in rails ; therefore whatever was done
in rails, whether good or bad, must have been
done before the Premier arrived in England.

Mr. GRIFFITH : No.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS : Yes.
Mr. GRIFFITH : It was afterwards.
The COLONIAL: SECRETARY : No.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said that
Mr. Andrew Mecllwraith did not say that he ex-
pected to do a good thing in rails; he said ““ we
have done a good thing.” The thing was com-
pleted, and the profits made—no matter b
whom or how, the Premier was unconcerned.
He had dealt with paragraph ‘12 in stating
that speculators should be allowed to tender for
rails. In this particular case even if the Haslam
Company contracted with the Barrow Company
they were in possession of their own ores—the
ores were theirs as much as if they had them in
their own yards.

Mr. GRIFFITH : No.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said: that
they had contracted for them, and in any court
of justice the Barrow Company could be’ com-
pelled to make rails from those ores as they had
contracted to do. - Then the hon. member said
the Haslam Company ought not to have been
allowed to tender. Whoever heard such an
absurd statement ? No one could be reagonably
prevented from tendering ; the Agent-General
who would dare to prevent any man tendering
would be worthy of dismissal. Mr. Hemmant
claimed it as his right to be allowed to tender for
goods in his trade. Every man claimed the same
right. He had proved, in contradiction of the
statement contained in paragraph 21, that the
Haslam Company were able fo supply the rails
cheaper than manufacturers could,. simply on
account of the foresight they displayed in purchas-
ing ores when the market was low., Speculators
would always be able to supply at a cheaper rate
than manufacturers, unless the manufacturers
displayed the same foresight in purchasing ores in
a cheap market. He had also proved that the
statement contained in paragraph 22, that the
price paid was above the average, was not cor-
rect. The price paid was below the average
paid by the Government of which the hon.
member was a member during their four years
of office. The whole of the statements made by
the hon. member with regard to the rails had
been disproved; and yet the hon. gentleman
said that he had put before the House a state-
ment of facts established by uncontradicted
evidence.

Mr. GRIFFITH :
wrong.

The MINISTER FOR WORXS said he -had
done so already. As to the tenders for freights;

Show where they are
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Messrs. Mellwraith, McEacharn and Co.’s tender
was the lowest. That could not be disputed.

Mr. GRIFFITH : Theirs was not the lowest.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said the
question as to whether there was a ring was one
for further inquiry. His opinion was that there
was one; and he believed there were rings in
existence when the hon. gentleman was in office.
He believed also that there were rings in every
shipping port in Great Britain and in the
colonies. They could not prevent that. Hven
in tendering in Brisbane he knew tfhere were
rings—he had heard of rings in connection with
tenders for railways. In clause 31 of the protest
it was said—

‘It will be observed that the tenders varied very

slightly, Mellwraith, McEacharn, and Company’s being
the lowest by £225. Messrs. Thomas Law and Company’s
tender for the carriage of rails to Brisbane, with that
of Messrs. Taylor, Bethell, and Roberts for the Northern
ports, amounted together to a slightly smaller total.
Mr, Hamilton says he pointed out this fact to Mr. Ash-
well at the time.>’
He would take the statement—that the tenders
of Law and Co., and of Taylor, Bethell and
Roberts, put together, were lower than that of
Mecllwraith, McEacharn and Co. Altogether,
he believed the difference was £8 6s. 8d. only.
‘What did that prove? It proved that one tender
was lower for one port of discharge, and the
other lower for another port. But did it follow
that if either of the two tenders had been accep-
ted, that the tenderer would have taken the con-
tract on the lowest portion of thistender? That
did not follow at all. Intendering a man tendered
as a whole. In tendering for a railway, for in-
stance, one man tendered low on earthworks, and
made up what he thought he ought to get on
something else. ~ Another man would tender low
for brickwork and make up his money on earth-
works. Did it follow that each of these two men
should get the particular piece of work for which
he tendered the lowest tender? Noj; the con-
tract had to be taken as a whole, and as a whole
the tender of Messrs. McIlwraith, McEacharn
and Co. was taken. The Agent-Greneral could
not have taken any other tender—allowing
always Mr. Hamilton’s statement that he sent
in another schedule of Law and Co.’s alternative
tender, reducing their former tender by between
£2,000 and £3,000 to be incorrect. In that par-
ticular case the Agent-General would be able to
explain ; he would have to say whether or not he
saw the schedule, and, if he did, give his reason
for not accepting the tender. The statement in
‘clause 31 was utterly absurd. In clause 33it was
said—

“ This price is largely in excess of the average freights

previously paid by the Queensland Government.”
He said that it was not. Thestatements in the
report on the same point were fully borne out,
he maintained. The price was not excessive
when they took it into account that the tender
was made for full-cargo ships. In clause 36 he
noticed the following statement :—

“In two instances, which were specially brought
under ournotice, the ‘ Rothesay Bay’ and the ‘Tiverton,’
it appears that they chartered the ships to carry full
cargoes of rails to Brisbane at 30s., and a sum equal to
about 35s. 3d. a-ton, respectively; the difference he-
tween those amounts and 38s. 6d. being retained by the
contractors.”

Did the hon. member believe that? Was it in
accordance with the evidence? Had it not
been proven that the difference between the
prices had been paid away on lighterage and
wharfage ?

Mr. GRIFFITH : No.

The COLONIAL SECRETARY : Yes.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS : T say it is
borne out in evidence. Mr. Hart, the agent,
distinetly says so.

[ASSEMBLY.] Report of Select Commitlee.

Mr. GRIFFITH : The price forthe “Tiverton’
includes everything.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS : It does
not.

Mr. GRIFFITH : Make the calculation and

see.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said that he
asked Mr., Hart—Question 2359—

“ Are you the agent for the ‘ Tiverton'?

“ What cargo did she bring here?
rails.

‘“Can you tell us the rate at which the rails were
carried? The vessel was chartered at a lump sum,
£2,575; and that worked out, I think you will find gives
alittle more than 32s. a ton.

‘“Iad the shippers to pay any other charges besides
that 32s. aton? The charterers had; not the owner.
The charterers had to pay the expense of lightering 676
tons up from the Bay, and that comes to 5s. 6d. aton:
and they had also Lo pay 1s. a ton wharfage upon the
whole cargo.

“Would that be a profituble transaction to the
charterers, who received 38s. 6d, a ton? If it was an
individnal case, it would be a very poor transaction.
1t wounld not be a loss exactly.

‘“We have it in evidence given by Mr. MeTacharn
that the throwing ot 15,000 tons of freight, deadweight,
into the hands of one firm is better for shippers
generally, for the mercantile community, than to have
that amount of freight in the open market, or divided
amongst several persons. He says—

€¢It is rather an advantage that one firm should have
the carrying of the whole quantity They could regu-
late the market ; whereas, it you have three or four
firms holding rails, each will he anxious to gel ships,
and they will run one another for ships.’

‘“Will you state your opinion upon that question? T
think, in regard to the question about this gquantity of
rails, it was a wiser thing for the Agent-Genetal to let
it out to one firm than to go into the open market;
because, if it had been known in the open market thut
there was such a large quantity ot rails to come here,
you would have found the brokers would have put up
the freights. Whereas. by the course the Agent-
General adopted, the Govermment were not exposed to
that, but the sucecessful tenderer was ;—in fa
believe that when it was known that Mellwraith,
McEacharn, and Co. had got the contracry, the price for
ships open for charter was raised upon them.”

He thought he had now delayed the House long
enough. He had traversed most of the state-
ments of facts of the hon. gentleman opposite.
He had referred to the evidence as printed, which
showed that Mr. Mecllwraith entered into a
contract for 15,000 tons of rails, not as an agent,
but under the impression that his partner in this
colony had a contract with the Government in
connection with Mr, Thomassen. That these
rails were sold, the greatest part of them by
December. They had it from the evidence of
the Premier, that on his arrival in Liverpool he
was met by his brother, who said to him, “T
have done a good thing in rails.” He (M.
Macrossan) had shown that the rails were not
purchased at above the average price, although
below the price paid by hon. members opposite
when in office. In regard to freights, he had
also shown that everthing was done by the
Agent-General as it should have been done, and
who, so far as came under his knowledge, acted
properly and took the lowest tender. The con-
cession of the berth-ships had, he thought,
been incontestably shown to have Dbeen given
by Mr. Hamilton himself-—that was proved
by telegram and by letters. Mr. Hamilton
had been proved out of his own mouth,
to be unworthy of belief, and, by his own contra-
dictions and those of others, to be untrustworthy
and unreliable. It was not fair for the hon.
gentlemen opposite to have relied on Mr. Hamil-
ton as a tool to carry out their malignant inten-
tionsas far as the Premier was concerned. They
evidently thought at the commencement of the
session that they would be able to drive the
Premier out of public life altogether. Had it
not been so, they would then have done what
they confessed themselves now ready to do; and
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Mr. Hemmant's Petition.

would have called for evidence, and on that
evidence alone would have arrived at a conclu-
sion. Had the Premier then been found guilty,
hon. members on the Government side would
have joined the Opposition in doing what they
(the Opposition) thought they would have been
able to do on the first day of the session.
He was confident that when this investigation
was carried out to the fullest extent every state-
ment made by the Premier, and on his behalf,
would be proved to be literally true. He was
certain that the Government had taken the right
course in not sending home a Royal commission
in July last, as the leader of the Opposition
wished them to do. He was certain they had
adopted the right course in commencing the in-
quiry here, in getting all the evidence they could
get here, and then completing the inquiry, if
necessary, at home. It would have been a great
mistake for them to have left such a matter in
the hands of people at home who were unac-
quainted with the details of it, especially when
the chief witnesses in the matter were here,
They all knew that all these statements in Mr.
Hemmant’s petition were furnished by Mr.
Hamilton after he was dismissed.
Mr. GRIFFITH : They are all true.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said that
supposing he made a statement and said that the
member for North Brishane was sitting in front
of him, what did that mean? Was there any
implication in that ?. Mr. Hemmant made a
certain number of statements which the hon.
member said were all true. Well, most of the
statements were admitted by the Government
at the commencement of the session. In
fact, the only statements Mr. Hemmant made
were in the first two paragraphs, and the
rest were merely hearsay. He said that he
had heard so-and-so; that Mr. Ashwell was
Executive Engineer—that they never denied.
And that the Barrow company supplied these
rails—that they never demied. But what they
did deny was the base insinuation underlying
these statements, and the gross libels of the hon.
gentleman himself. The Government did not
deny the allegations in the petition, but only
the base charges made by the hon. gentleman
opposite which he had since repudiated. He(Mur.
Macrossan) was certain now that the hon. gentle-
man had come to his senses and would not
make the same charges again—in fact, he did
not do so in his speech that evening. Had
the hon. gentleman been as wise at the beginning
of the session they would have passed a plea-
sant session, would have got through their work
long before now, and have been at their homes ;
but it was the acrimony the hon. gentlemen
showed at the commencement of the session which
had caused so much ill-feeling and bad blood—
ill-feeling which he was afraid it would take
many sessions %o eradicate. The Govern-
ment would be prepared, as he had already
stated, at an early day, to place a substan-
tive motion before the House, on which the
House could act, and the Government would
be prepared to send a gentleman to England,
and also to have one appointed by the Colonial
Office—whether there should be more would be a
matter for the House to decide. The gentleman
selected by the Government here would not
be amember of the Government, as was supposed
by the hon. member for North Brisbane, but
someone guite independent of the Government,
and a gentleman quite capable of making the
inquiry and carrying it out to its bitter end.
The further it was carried out the better he (Mr.
Macrossan) believed it would be for the Govern-
ment and for the country.

Mr. DOUGLAS moved the adjournment of
the debate.

[11 NOVEMBER.]

Formal Business. 1383

The PREMIER said he was quite sure the de-
bate could not be finished to-night. The delivery
of two speeches had occupied the whole of the
sitting, and he supposed the hon. gentleman who
had moved the adjournment of the debate would
be quite ready to take up half the next night.
He had no objection to the adjournment till to-
morrow, on the understanding that the debate
took precedence, and that they should endeavour
to finish to-morrow.

Question—That the debate be adjourned—
put and passed.

Question—That the resumption of the debate
stand an Order of the Day for to-morrow, and
that it take precedence over all other business for
that day—put and passed.

Mr. GRIFFITH was understood to say that
he hoped private business would ‘not be lost
gight of altogether.

The PREMIER, in moving the adjournment
of the House, said he had given notice that to-
morrow he should move a resolution by which
the Friday sitting might be extended, and he
should do so with a view of giving facilities for
the transaction of private business after the im-
portant Government business was disposed of.
He could not state what time they would give for
private business, but as soon as the important
Government business was disposed of private
business would be taken.

Mr. GRIFFITH : T hope the reference mads
to the motion the Premier intends to move
to-morrow does not mean that we shall sit on
from half-past 10 on Friday morning to 10
o’clock on Friday night. On previous occasions
we have sat on till tea-time, and then adjourned.

The COLONIAY, SECRETARY : We'll see
how we get on with the business.

Mr. GRIFFITH : I suggest we meet at the
usual hour for the morning sitfing, and: then
meet at half-past three in the ordinary manner.

The PREMIER : Although we have sat more
days in the week this session, we have not sat so
long, and to ask the House to sit morning and
evening on Friday is not asking too much
under the circumstances, What is more, I
believe it is consistent with the wish of the
majority of hon. members that we should do so,
as the greater part of the business is only formal.

Question put and passed, and the House ad-
journed at three minutes to 11 o’clock.





